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WELCOME & INTRODUCTORY REMARKS
NANCY BUSH: Good morning. I am Nancy Bush and I am the Dean of the Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences and Chief Research Officer here at Fordham University. It’s my pleasure to begin the Spring
2011 Center for Ethics Education Conference, “Moral Outrage and Moral Repair: Reflections on 9/11 and
its Afterlife.”
Ten years ago, on September 11, 2001, America was shocked out of its isolation by terrorist attacks
focused on New York and Washington, D.C. Like most New York institutions, the Fordham community
responded first with grief — grief at its losses of alumni, parents of students, and children of faculty. But
we also had to respond in a way that was consistent with our mission. Given that the primary mission of a
university is academic, as a university we also responded in an academic way. Fordham’s academic
response was a series of academic events, entitled “Transcending Tragedy,” that was designed to
encourage dialogue about the September 11th attacks and their aftermath and to explore the vast array of
issues that would affect New York, the United States, and the world for many years to come.
Some of those many years have come, ten in fact — it’s hard to believe — and our country and the world
are trying to strike the right balance of preserving moral integrity while preventing harms, addressing
issues of rights, redress, and our common humanity — in Congress and around the world, in Afghanistan,
but also in Libya, the Ivory Coast, and other conflicts.
At Fordham the background of moral outrage and moral repair demands that we too continue our
academic consideration of these issues to advance public dialogue of moral understandings through
multidisciplinary discussion. To begin that discussion, I am very pleased to introduce Fordham’s thirtysecond president, Reverend Joseph McShane of the Society of Jesus.
Father McShane.
JOSEPH McSHANE, S.J.: Nancy, am I all right down here?
NANCY BUSH: You are right wherever you want to be, Father. [Laughter]
JOSEPH McSHANE: Ah, that raise — it’s coming, I’m telling you. [Laughter]
On behalf of everyone here at Fordham, it is a grace and a joy to welcome you to this important and not
easy conference. I do want to point out that the importance that Fordham attaches to this conference is
signaled by the presence of the Chair of our Board of Trustees, Mr. John Tognino, who is in the front row
right down here. John lost many friends that day. John worked on Wall Street. As a result of that, he has
kept alive in our hearts and in our minds the events of that day and what the world should do to make
sure the events of that day are teaching events, and events therefore that will lead us all to conversion of
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heart and mind.
Conversion of heart and mind — friends, I think as you dig into this conference, that has to be a central
concern. It is all too easy for us to dwell in the past. It is all too easy for us to tap into moral outrage that
we all felt on September 11th and in the months that succeeded it. But, as men and women of great faith, it
is our very important duty to move beyond moral outrage to conversion of heart and mind, so that with
converted hearts and minds we might minister to a world that is deeply and sorely in need of repair,
deeply and sorely in need of compassion.
Therefore, this conference will continue the difficult and important work, asking questions that get
beyond the easy, easy issues to the deeper issues that are found in all that our world has experienced since
September 11th.
We at Fordham in a special way, as Nancy has already told you, suffered deeply as a New York institution,
as the City of New York suffered. We suffered very deeply. We responded, as Nancy said, in the best way
that we could, by entering into dialogue and into deep, deep questioning of all the causes behind what
happened that day. But also, as a Jesuit university, we responded, we believe, in one of the most
important ways of all. We responded by praying with one another, for one another. We prayed for
victims. We prayed for those whose lives were so filled with a sense of ignominy that these events were
able to happen.
This day, as you begin your conference here at Fordham, what I would like to do right now is ask you to
stand and spend a few moments in quiet reflection and in prayer, commending to God our Lord, not only
those who died that day, not only those who mourned and those who have made it their special, special
business to repair the world so that we never know that kind of horror again in our lifetime or in any
lifetime. Let us join our hearts in prayer.
Eternal rest grant unto them, O Lord. May they rest in peace. May their souls and the souls of all the
faithful departed in the mercy of God rest in peace. Amen.
Please be seated.
Welcome to Fordham. Please be assured of all of our prayers as you enter into dialogue and work together
to point the way forward, not only for us here, but for our nation and the world. God bless you in all that
you do. I hope you don’t mind if I pause for a second and welcome in a special way our panelists. It’s a
grace to have you here.
Among the panelists there is one that I want to welcome, and that is Scott Appleby, who was in grad
school with me back in the last century, in the last millennium, in Chicago. He went much farther than I.
So I am honored and graced to have you here in our midst, “Scooter” Appleby.
CELIA FISHER: We are very grateful for Father McShane to take the time to help us consider the event
and begin our explorations today. My name is Celia Fisher. I am Director of the Center for Ethics
Education, and along with my colleagues Peter and Margaret Steinfels from the Center for Religion and
Culture, we are very happy to have you here today.
We will be exploring from an interdisciplinary perspective, as we do every year, very controversial as well
as heart-rending types of issues, how the heartbreaking, terrifying, and heroic events of 9/11 and its
aftermath have influenced and been influenced by our nation’s moral character. But before we get into our
proceedings, I wanted to thank Margaret and Peter, our wonderful Directors, and their Program Manager,
Patricia Bellucci; in addition, our Associate Directors of the Center, Barbara Andolsen and Mike Bauer,
who helped with the vision of today’s dialogue. Also, as with all of our Center events, Dr. Adam Fried, the
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Assistant Director of our Center and also the Director of the Masters Program in Ethics and Society, is
owed a great deal of debt for every detail that goes on at this conference, even last-minute arrangements.
He has been assisted by our very dedicated staff, Erika Harrington and Jen Owens, who has to be outside.
As we reach the tenth anniversary, as Dean Bush was saying, of 9/11, it’s important to engage in
interdisciplinary dialogue that will inform and help shape a just society that both protects its citizens from
harm and nurtures the full flourishing of peoples of diverse faiths and cultures.
Recent events prompt us to consider anew the moral tension between homeland security and respect for
the rights, especially the right to be different, of our fellow citizens. When we were thinking about this
conference at the beginning of last year, we knew that it was going to be very emotional for all of us,
especially as New Yorkers, to be grappling with 9/11. But we also were hopeful that there wasn’t
continued controversy about some of the moral issues underlying that. Unfortunately, as we all know, in
the past year a series of events have revived the fears and moral dilemmas of September 11th.
Recently, we had the burning of a Quran in Florida, which became a lightning rod for violence against a
UN compound in Afghanistan. A maelstrom arose across the United States earlier this year, as citizens
disagreed on issues of morality and safety associated with the proposed building of a mosque near Ground
Zero. And recently, congressional hearings on homegrown terrorists ignited controversy over the
morality of ethnic profiling in the service of homeland security.
For this conference we have convened an extraordinary group of scholars from diverse disciplines to
explore moral questions that continue to emerge a decade after the tragedy we all experienced. Our
speakers will help shed light on the psychology of terrorism; why terrorist acts erode political tolerance for
diversity; how religious beliefs can lead us to act with compassion, reason, and justice, or blind us to
religious intolerance, or inspire acts of terrorism; how we, especially as New Yorkers, grapple with our
moral outrage against the perpetrators of 9/11 and our personal and community quest for moral repair.
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MORAL OUTRAGE AND MORAL REPAIR:
Reflections on 9/11 and its Afterlife
PANEL I:
RELIGION AND TERRORISM:
CONTEXT & PERSPECTIVE
Moderator
David Myers, Associate Professor of History, Fordham University
Panelists
Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict: Pathways to Terrorism
Clark McCauley, Rachel C. Hale Professor of Sciences and Mathematics, Co-Director, Solomon
Asch Center for the Study of Ethnopolitical Conflict, Bryn Mawr College
Sanctified Terror
James W. Jones, Distinguished Professor of Religion and Adjunct Professor of
Clinical Psychology, Rutgers University; Senior Research Fellow, Center on Terrorism, John
Jay College
The Role of Terror in the Religious Imagination
Scott Appleby, Professor of History, John M. Regan Jr. Director, Kroc Institute for
International Peace Studies, University of Notre Dame
CELIA FISHER: As we turn to our first panel, I would like to introduce its moderator, Dr. David Myers,
Associate Professor of History at Fordham. Known for his earlier work on the history of sacramental
confession, Dr. Myers took a different path with his newly completed book, Death and a Maiden: The
Tragical History of Margarethe Schmidt, Infanticide. This work, along with the support of prestigious
fellowships from the National Endowment for the Humanities and the Herzog August Bibliothek, brought
Myers into close contact with the history of torture in European society and in the United States. In
addition to his other scholarly work, Dr. Myers has written and reviewed widely on issues of history,
torture, and religion for the Chicago Tribune and Conscience. David, it’s a delight.
DAVID MYERS: Thank you, Celia. A brief word about the process here. We will have the three talks,
and I will introduce each speaker before his talk. At the end, questions will be collected from the audience
by Professor Fisher, and then I will perform a sort of triage on them and distribute them to the
appropriate panelist. At the end of the talks, before the questions, I will give the panelists a chance to
comment and to interact with each other about their own work. That’s just a little bit of housekeeping I
think that would be useful.
In September 1793, radicals of the French Revolution implored their leader, Maximilien Robespierre, to
let terror be placed on the order of the day. Beginning that September and continuing for some fifteen
months was a well-documented episode in the history of the West. Over 200 years later, again in
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September, terror was once again placed on the order of the day, where it remains now, ten years later.
Those spine-chilling words from 1793, though, should remind us that terrorism is a not-unfamiliar policy
in the history of the Western state, Western church, and Western religion.
Today, our three speakers from various disciplines and using those various disciplines perform the grimly
unenviable but foundational task of showing that the terror exploding over American cities on 9/11 did
not just fall from the skies. Moral outrage, it seems, also has a history.
Our first speaker is Clark McCauley, Rachel C. Hale Professor of Sciences and Mathematics and the CoDirector of the Solomon Asch Center for the Study of Ethnopolitical Conflict at Bryn Mawr. Professor
McCauley.
CLARK McCAULEY: Thank you very much for the introduction. It’s a pleasure to be here. I’m looking
forward to a very interesting day. I have too many things to tell you in fifteen minutes, but I’m going to
try.
My book, Friction: How Radicalization Happens to Them and Us (Oxford University Press 2011), is
basically an identification of twelve different mechanisms of political radicalization across three levels:
individual, group, and mass public. I’m going to concentrate today on the individual-level mechanisms. I
ought to say what I think radicalization is. Here’s how I think about it: change in beliefs, feelings, and
actions toward increased support of one side of an inter-group conflict.
I’m going to concentrate today on action. It’s a whole different story how opinions are radicalized, a
related story but a different story. Today I want to focus on radical action. I think about terrorism in
terms of a pyramid. The terrorists are the apex, a very small number. Beneath them are people I call
radicals — that is to say, people who agree that violence is necessary and justified. Below that are people I
call activists, who are people who are doing legal and not violent things toward advancing some political
cause. And then of course, like most of us, most of the time, there is the great mass of people who are not
doing anything. I want to emphasize that terrorism is just that very small subset of radicals using violence
against civilians.
That pyramid is indeed a pyramid of radicalization, in the sense that the higher in the pyramid, the more
radical. But it’s not a stage theory, I just want to caution. I don’t think you have to traverse every lower
stage in order to get to a higher one.
Here’s some individual-level mechanisms that I want to mention to you today briefly.
• First is personal grievance. For non-state groups attacking governments and governments’ citizens, a
personal grievance is an individual who has felt personally attacked, harmed, or victimized by
government. So people often talk about the Chechyan black widows as an example, because they have
maybe been raped or brutalized by Russian troops and their menfolk have been tortured and killed. So
when it’s you and yours, people you love, who have been harmed, that’s personal grievance.
• But the capacity of human beings to care about large groups, groups even that they are not a member of,
is amazing. Group grievance is the situation of an individual who feels like some group that they care
about has been victimized. There is enough of that going around right now to explain why the United
States and many U.S. citizens are concerned about the rebels in Libya. This is the place I’d say where
moral outrage is laid in my story line — that is, group grievance, moral outrage. You can say a personal
grievance is anger. Group grievance is more like moral outrage.
• There are some people who join a terrorist group because somebody they care about is already more
radicalized than they, already a member. It may seem kind of unlikely just in the cold light of the
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morning, but for some people having a loved one ask you to join a terrorist group is a good enough reason.
We’ve got plenty of examples. In fact, I should pause to say all of this story line comes from looking at
case history materials of people who moved to terrorism. So for many, if you’ve got a friend, you’ve got a
loved one, you’ve got a relative, you’ve got a romantic partner who is a member of a terrorist group and
they say, “Come help us,” that’s a good enough reason.
• Then there is fear. Some people join a radical group, and even a terrorist group, because it’s safer.
There are places in the world where being on the street by yourself is more dangerous than being part of a
group that’s got guns in their hands — places like Colombia or Iraq. Or, even if you are just involved in
some kind of political activity and you think prison is staring you in the face, the government is coming for
you, the police are looking for you, that’s a good enough reason. You’re safer with the group, you think,
than you would be in jail.
• Then there is something I call kind of a compound, thrill, status and money. It’s kind of hard to
describe, but it’s something that you can see plenty of, especially with young males. A friend of mine likes
to say, “Well, you know, if we knew how to keep young Americans from joining the U.S. Marine Corps,
we’d know a lot about how to keep young Muslims from joining terrorist groups.” But actually we don’t
know much about either one of those.
I went to a meeting once in Washington where somebody told me this story. They had captured a guy who
was putting in IEDs, improvised explosive devices, in one of the roads around Baghdad somewhere.
They’re interrogating him. What they’re expecting is a long litany of victimization of Muslims and hatred
for the Americans. None of that.
“So why did you do that?”
“Well, it was for the money. You get $100 cash for every one of these things you put into the road
successfully.”
“Really, $100?”
“Yes,” he says, “and I’m saving my money, and I’m saving up hoping to get to the U.S. when I’ve saved
enough.”
So you can’t underestimate the appeal of thrill/status/money/dealing with guns and explosives as a
reason for joining a violent group.
• Then there’s something I call “the slippery slope,” which is self-persuasion and action, where each little
step you takes becomes a reason for taking a bigger one.
Professor Milgrim’s experiment that a lot of people know about, getting people to shock other people in a
fake learning experiment — it has that quality, because the shock levels are so close together — 15 volts, 30
volts, 40 volts, and so on. So one way to think about why that situation is so powerful is that it is hard to
stop because they are so close together, these shock levels, that if you want to say no to this one, you have
to admit you must have already done something wrong the last one. So it’s a psychology of selfjustification. The good news about the slippery slope is that it works just as well toward virtue and
sainthood as it does toward violence and destruction. So it’s not inimically a mechanism for bad.
• Lastly, there is unfreezing. For a social psychologist, we try to understand values and norms, and we
usually see them as anchored in groups. So we understand that if you suddenly, especially, lose contact
with all the elements of normality and connection in your life, you are ready for some new people. When
you suddenly lose a spouse, loved ones, children, your work, or maybe you go someplace far from home,
and now you are a person with no roots, no connections, this is opening the door to new friends, new
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ideas, new values. So it’s not a mechanism in itself; it’s an opening that makes these other mechanisms
possible.
Why I am going through these is to notice out loud with you that I didn’t say anything in there about
ideology. You know, the closest I came was talking about group grievance as a kind of moral outrage. So
where is ideology?
To take the example that everybody likes to worry about these days, though there are plenty of others we
could worry about, there is jihadist terrorism, terrorism by people who say that they are acting in the
name of Islam and to protect Muslims around the world. So I’m saying I don’t think we should take them
too seriously when they talk like that. I’m going to offer you my top ten reasons to doubt that religion
produces terrorism in the case of the jihadists.
• This one is the one I start with. There’s only one group grievance that connects with Islam, and at that
you have to recognize Osama bin Laden is really facing an uphill battle trying to make a political reference
group out of the international uma. He is fighting uphill against nationalism, the strongest mobilizing
force in politics of the 20th century, and I believe will continue to be the strongest as we go through the
21st.
• The second reason: religion is very indefinite about violence. Every religion has got texts that can
support violence and other texts that can support peace. So to start pointing to religion as a cause of
violence is a very unhelpful approach, it seems to me, because you can always make whatever you want
out of a text, especially texts as rich as most major religious texts, or even in the older days socialist and
communist texts.
• Furthermore, the people that most often get pointed to as the religious source of jihadist violence, Salafi
and Wahhabi kinds of fundamentalists of Islam, it’s often lost sight of that most of them do not support
jihadist violence. In fact, a large portion of the people who call themselves Salafis just want to withdraw
from the world, they don’t want to try to change it at all. They’re like Orthodox Jews, you might say,
Hassidic.
• Furthermore, it turns out that you can show in polls that the great, great majority, like 99 percent, of the
people who justified suicide bombing in polls — these are polls of U.S. Muslims, of U.K. Muslims — they
never do anything. So there is a sense in which even outrage, you might say, the kind of outrage that leads
to agreeing that suicide bombing is justified in defense of Islam, even this kind of extreme opinion and
outrage is very, very weakly associated with behavior, in the sense that 99 percent of the people who
believe that never do anything. There are only maybe 1,000 people in the whole of the United Kingdom
that the security people are keeping eyes on. There are maybe a million adult Muslims in the United
Kingdom.
• Here’s a case-history reason. I don’t know of a single example — maybe some folks here can fill me in —
but I don’t know of a single example of somebody getting up from reading the Quran, or the Bible either,
and saying, “That’s it, it’s clear, religion is telling me it’s time to attack.” I don’t know any cases like that.
But we do have lots of examples of people being radicalized by watching videos of Muslims being
victimized. So notice the difference between watching people getting victimized and some kind of
religious justification that starts from a text.
• Behavioral psychology shows there is a weak link between attitudes and actions. So as soon as you’re
trying to say that “religion is a cause of violence,” you are up against this ugly problem here, that opinions
of all kinds, and attitudes in particular, are only weakly linked to behavior. So as a way of predicting and
understanding behavior and as a way of predicting and understanding violent behavior, and terrorism in
particular, going to opinions is going to be a weak read.
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When there is this kind of reason, Aristotle says, “Virtue is doing what we find reason for.” But, I don’t
know your experience, but mine is I’m not up to my elbows surrounded by people with virtue. In fact,
when I look in the mirror, I don’t feel like I’m really up to my elbows in virtue myself. So if doing what you
find reason for is virtue and reading a text, even if it says, as you understand it, that you should go do
violence, how many people who agree are going to have the virtue to act?
• Then there is the opposite, you might say, psychology’s view, the opposite of Aristotle’s view: We are
very good at finding reasons for what we do. That’s how that slippery slope operates for that psychology
of self-justification — “I’ve done a little bad thing; I can do a bigger bad thing; as a matter of fact, I have to
do a bigger one to make sense of the last littler one that I did.” This is a dissonance, avoidance of
inconsistency and a bad self-image. We’re good at that. We’re weak on virtue and we’re strong on
rationalization.
• Lastly, I don’t think even the U.S. government believes that ideology drives political violence, though you
can hear people from the government say things that sound the contrary.
Here is a text I am going to read to you. It’s from the U.S. Government Counterinsurgency Guide of 2009:
“Modern insurgencies are often more complex matrices of irregular actors with widely different goals” —
like all the different kinds of goals I’ve just mentioned to you as mechanisms by which individuals join
violent groups, for instance. “At least some of the principal actors would be motivated by a form of
ideology, or at least will claim to be, but ideology will not necessarily extend across the whole insurgent
network.”
So what I want to say is I think religion and ideology are important, but they’re important as
rationalizations. They’re not prime movers, they’re not causes, they’re not good predictors. Human
beings don’t kill other human beings without talking and thinking about it. They’re going to come up —
we’re going to come up — with a story line every time we do that. Every time we kill people, we’re going to
have a story line.
But there are many possible story lines. Religion is one. Ethnicity and nation, a kind of a secular religion,
that’s another. For a lot of the 20th century, the interest of the working class was a kind of religion.
Sometimes it’s just as simple as the reciprocity rule, “We’re going to do back to them whatever they do to
us.”
I think religion, and ideology more generally, is not a prime mover, it’s not in the direct causal chain. It’s
a rationalization, and if religion doesn’t provide a handy one, we’ll find a different one. Thanks a lot.
DAVID MYERS: Thank you very much, Professor McCauley. I am reminded of another bit of
housekeeping. The way in which questioning is going to take place here is that during the talks you have
the opportunity of writing down your questions, which will be collected at the end. You have within your
folders index cards on which the questions can be asked. So start early, get your questions in on time, and
that will allow you, obviously, to do questions during the talks and not have to reflect upon them twenty or
thirty minutes later.
Our second speaker is James W. Jones. He is a Professor of Religion and an Adjunct Professor of Clinical
Psychology at Rutgers University, as well as a Senior Research Fellow at the Center on Terrorism at John
Jay College in New York. Professor Jones.
JAMES JONES: Thank you very much. I want to thank the conference organizers for the invitation to
come here and speak.
I will tell you in advance that you will notice a slightly different emphasis in my talk than in Professor
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McCauley’s talk, and of such things is good intellectual conversation made. It’s good to have a debating
partner whose work I respect as much as I do Professor McCauley’s. However, I’m going to start with the
opposite proposition, and perhaps we can talk in the exchange about it. I’ve actually been thinking as I’ve
been preparing for this conference about why he and I come to such different conclusions about the role
of religion. We can talk about that later.
What I want to begin by pointing out is that the prominent use of sacred text, the central role of ministers,
gurus, imams, rabbis, and other religious leaders, the apocalyptic rhetoric of splitting the world into a
battle of the totally pure against the totally demonic Other, the use of religious categories of the
sanctification of violence, the drive for purification, the ritualization of violence — all of these themes and
many, many others, it seems to me, point to the religious nature of much of contemporary terrorism.
These individual groups and individuals commit acts of violence in the name of sacred values that are of
ultimate concern to them, rather than being motivated primarily by total political objectives or pure selfinterest. Violence and terror in the service of sacred themes and values and ultimate commitment, that’s
my definition of religiously motivated terrorism. Now, obviously, not all current terrorist groups are
motivated by sacred values. But I would argue that all those that have a global agenda and all those that
might pose an existential threat to the American democracy at this point are.
The question for this morning is: Does that make any difference? What I want to suggest to you is that
current psychological research says definitely yes, denoting something as sacred or ultimate appears to
have significant behavioral and motivational consequences.
• First, sacred values and goals evoke more commitment. Studies of motivations concerned with ultimate
purpose or with a commitment to a “higher power” suggests that those who denote a facet of their life as
sacred place a higher priority on that aspect of life, invest more energy in that aspect of life, and derive
more meaning from that aspect of life than happens with things not denoted as sacred. Research suggests
that people rate such spiritual, so to speak, goals as more important and that they evoke more
commitment and effort than non-spiritual secular, political, and economic strivings and goals, calling
forth greater dedication and energy, even if that something is the jihad or turning America into a biblical
theocracy or restoring the boundaries of biblical Israel or purifying the Hindu homeland or converting the
Tamils to Buddhism.
• Second, sacred values and goals take precedence. Motivational studies also find that sacred values and
ultimate concerns take precedence over more finite concerns. The leader of Jemaah Islamiyah in
Indonesia said, and I quote: “Jihad is more important than making the Hajj. There is no better deed than
jihad, none. The highest deed in Islam is jihad. If we commit to jihad, we can neglect other deeds.”
I don’t need to belabor the fact that that’s a tremendous misreading of the great tradition of Islam. But
that’s what the jihadis — and so many people who consider themselves “traditionalists” for any religious
tradition — it’s a very, very, very selective and very, very modern reading of their tradition. And the
jihadis, of course, fit into that very nicely.
The Reverend Paul Hill, a Presbyterian minister who killed a physician and his bodyguard in front of a
women’s health clinic in Florida, told his followers, and I quote: “We must use all the means necessary.
This duty comes directly from God and cannot be removed by any human government. It is virtually
impossible to overstate the importance of maintaining the eternal and immutable principles of the moral
law.”
A young Somali man who was part of the cohort who left the United States to join Al-Shabaab in Somalia,
at least one of whom died in a suicide bombing, told his colleagues, and I quote: “If it was just
nationalism, they could give money. But religion convinced them to sacrifice their whole life.”
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For the religiously motivated terrorist, acts of violence become ultimate concerns. That is, they take
precedence over any more mundane concerns. As ultimate concerns, these acts take on an overpowering
transcendental necessity for the believer. In the eyes of their proponents, such acts of terror become a
spiritual necessity.
• Third, sacred values and goals evoke greater rage. A recent study found that the desecration of
something held sacred leads to overwhelming rage. The main characteristic of such rage is that it shows a
total lack of empathy for the offender. Such a total lack of empathy is one of the most striking traits seen
in those who bomb innocent noncombatants, assassinate health-care providers, and imagine and
sometimes plot apocalyptic genocidal violence in the name of their deity.
While some spiritually motivated terrorists may employ violence purely tactically in the pursuit of limited
and achievable political goals, others dream of the complete purification and the apocalyptic eradication
of all unholy people. Such totalistic schemes of divine vengeance reek of the rage born of threats to
cherished beliefs and ideals.
Now the very act of killing is seen as sacred in itself. Violence is not simply a means to an end; violence
becomes itself sacred, transcendental, almost divine.
When violence becomes sanctified, it is changed. It is changed in ways that go far beyond simply
justifying its use. Violence becomes a religious imperative, carrying a cosmic or spiritual meaning that
goes beyond that meaning provided by any purely political or legal authority. This inevitably leads to a
significant reduction in the usual restrictions on the deployment of violence, opening up the possibility of
full-scale, unrestricted genocidal campaigns, including with weapons of mass destruction.
The RAND Corporation observes, and I quote from one of their reports: “For the religious terrorist,
violence is first and foremost a sacramental act or divine duty. Terrorism thus assumes a transcendental
dimension, and its perpetrators therefore often disregard the political, moral, or practical constraints that
affect other terrorists.”
When asked about using nuclear weapons, the leader of Jemaah Islamiyah replied: “Yes, yes, if necessary.
Allah has said that we should equip ourselves with weapon power, and that is an order.” Along this line,
al-Zarqawi proclaimed: “Allah commands us to strike the unbeliever, kill them, fight them by any means
necessary to achieve the goal. The servants of Allah who perform jihad are permitted to use any and all
means necessary to strike the unbeliever combatants and cleanse the earth from their abomination.”
The Army of God has on its Web site in bold letters this quote from Psalm 144: “Blessed be the LORD my
strength, which teacheth my hands to war, and my fingers to fight.”
Ironically, the Jewish Defense League Web site virtually parallels the Web site of the neo-Nazi Aryan
Nations, both of whom call on their members to conduct themselves with “guns, knives, bullets, and
bombs.”
Implications: Four practical implications of this research on religious and spiritual motivation:
• First, since the jihadi human bombers — as well as, say, the members of Aum Shinrikyo in Japan, or
those willing to die for the vision of a new Aryan nation — since they are offering a religious sacrifice, their
actions are not primarily motivated by utilitarian or pragmatic calculations. Thus, it is a mistake to seek
to understand religiously motivated terrorists using the game theoretic or rational choice models so
prominent in the social sciences these days. Rational choice models cannot really comprehend sacred
values that are deeply held for non-instrumental reasons. Such values are not open to the instrumental
calculus of statistically based social sciences. Social scientists trained only in those methodologies and
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those they advise may have only a limited understanding of religiously motivated terrorism.
• Second, ultimate commitments to sacred goals take precedence over other commitments. No secondary
commitment must be allowed to interfere with commitment to jihad, to the unborn, to greater Israel, to
Hindutva, or to Earth First. The religious drive to sacrifice and make holy one’s life and one’s cause
transcends and subsumes any pragmatic or purely self-interested motivation. Given the sacred nature of
these acts, counterterrorism policies based on appealing to or attempting to negotiate with religiously
motivated terrorists will probably have very little success. Sacred terror is nonnegotiable terror.
Research finds that counterterrorism interventions that threaten or seek to bargain with religiously
motivated terrorists only invoke greater scorn and rage. The carrot-and-stick approach that the Italian
police used in the 1960s and 1970s to disband the Red Brigades, or that the Germans used to turn
members of the Baader-Meinhof gang, will probably have little success against al Qaeda, Earth First, the
Army of God, or the Animal Liberation Front. Asking someone to trade their sacred values for financial
gain or greater political power is universally understood as the voice of the Devil.
A 2006 RAND Corporation report demonstrates that religiously motivated terrorist groups are the
hardest to subdue. Of the myriad violent groups that have begun since the late 1960s, two-thirds of the
religiously motivated ones are still active, as opposed to only one-third of the ethnonationalistic political
groups. Of those religious groups that did end, most ended because of internal division and not because
of external intervention. A few were defeated by good law enforcement. Virtually none were eliminated
by military action or voluntarily gave up their cause.
• Third, as a corollary, as we saw for example with the trapped members of the Madrid cell,
counterterrorism and law enforcement policies based on frightening religiously motivated terrorists into
surrendering by an overwhelming show of force will rarely, if ever, work. Threatening to kill someone
who wants to martyr themselves for their cause is not an effective counterterrorism strategy.
• Fourth, if we do not understand the spirituality that motivates religiously motivated terrorists and the
power of religious conversions to reorient and give meaning to people’s lives, we will never counter them
effectively. If part of the attraction of violent religion is the attraction of personal transformation and
spiritual renewal, then a crucial part of our response must be the articulation of an equally powerful
alternative religion and moral vision.
Community organizations, churches, mosques, who seek to counter terrorism must provide groups and
programs that channel the seeker’s drive for meaning, service, and perhaps adventure, in constructive
ways.
Conclusion: As all psychologists know, the question of human motivation is always multi-dimensional
and multi-determined. My point is not that sacred terror is only motivated by sacred strivings and
ultimate goals. Clearly, political and economic conditions and personal histories enter into the making of
a religious terrorist. My point is, rather, that research suggests that when a goal or movement takes on
the patina of the sacred, it changes in significant ways.
There is much research being done now on how people are recruited into terrorist movements through
naturally occurring groups — neighborhood and family connections, sports teams, Internet chat rooms.
But once the cause gets sanctified, once it moves from the family gathering or the soccer league or the
online discussion into the realm of sacred values and ultimate concerns, it changes. Even if terrorists are
primarily recruited through natural groups, once their cause gets sanctified, it is transformed.
Likewise, with the classical motivations for terrorist action — like politics, ethnicity, nationalism — once
the nation, the land, the race, takes on an ultimate status, it is no longer simply politics or group pride.
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Actions done in the name of the nation, the land, the race, now become absolute, ultimate, sanctified, as
the examples of the Hindu Nationalist Party or the settler movement in Israel or the Aryan Nations all
show. They are not just politics cloaked in religious dress; they have entered the realm of ultimate
concerns.
The research on the psychology of sacred values and spiritual strivings underscores the crucial ways in
which contemporary religious terrorism differs from previous ethnonationalistic and politically
revolutionary terrorism. It is not simply the same old terrorism with a different motivation or rhetoric.
Research suggests that sacred motivations make a big difference. We must recognize that in the case of
the jihadis, the Christian Identity soldiers, the Hindu nationalists, and the Israeli settlers seeking the
ethnonationalistic purification of their countries, apocalyptic Christians awaiting the Rapture and
hungering for Armageddon, Sri Lankan and South Asian Buddhists seeking to forcefully convert or
suppress their non-Buddhist minorities — in all of these cases, evoking and invoking the sacred
transforms these movements in potentially dangerous ways. Thank you very much.
DAVID MYERS: Thank you, Professor Jones. I think we have the basis of a discussion in the aftermath
here. Our final speaker today in this morning’s session is Scott Appleby. Scott is Professor of History and
the John M. Regan Jr. Director of the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of
Notre Dame. And, as he was a classmate of Father McShane’s at the University of Chicago Divinity School,
he was also a classmate of mine at the University of Notre Dame, and we have the same degree from there
I believe. Scott Appleby.
SCOTT APPLEBY: Thank you, David. I’d like to thank Celia Fisher and Peter and Peggy Steinfels, and
of course my dear old friend and family chaplain, Father McShane. I invite you, when you greet him next,
to call him by his well-known name “Ruby Red.” [Laughter]
Obviously, the organizers of the conference chose carefully, because we do have an interesting
conversation here. It’s my assignment to demonstrate that both of our previous speakers are wrong.
[Laughter] That’s going to be difficult.
In 1984 Martin E. Marty delivered the Ingersoll Lecture on Immortality at the Harvard Divinity School,
later published in Harvard Theological Review under the title “Hell Disappeared. No One Noticed. A
Civic Argument.”
Marty’s civic argument was formulated in response to the public debate over values in American
elementary and secondary education, and specifically to the call by some for religious instruction — or as
some Christian advocates put it, “moral education the way it used to be in this country.” Marty found
their proposal implausible, he reported, because it would necessarily entail imposing a doctrine of eternal
punishment — in short, the possibility of hell, which “has disappeared or been drastically diminished in
the preachments of most American religious groups and is hence not culturally available.”
Marty goes on to demonstrate that the doctrine of hell had been culturally available, and in spades, for
Catholics on this continent from 1492 onward and Protestants from 1607 onward. As those of you who
know Marty can imagine, he has great fun in the article citing the fire-and-brimstone warnings and moral
exhortations of American religious figures, from Jonathan Edwards and Increase Mather, all the way up
to Jimmy Swaggart, though he detects a waning in the latter days of what we might call disinterested
sincerity, as the profit motive gradually undermines the motivation to play the prophet.
More interesting is Marty’s retrieval, not of the usual religious suspects, but of less-than-orthodox
Christian or Jewish, or simply secular, American educators, inventors, and political figures in American
history. All of these camps, he demonstrates, also appreciated and maintained a close connection
between a doctrine of eternal retribution and the social effort to uphold personal as well as public morality

The Fordham Center On Religion and Culture
www.fordham.edu/ReligCulture

10

in this “one nation under God.”
In 1814, for example, the deist Thomas Jefferson wrote to the skeptic Thomas Law that society through
public education would address the defect of the lack of a moral sense in citizens by promoting “ultimately
the prospects of a future state of retribution for the evil as well as reward for the good done while here.”
Progressive proto-secular educators of the 19th century, such as Horace Mann, also made use of traditional
Christian language about the threat of hell.
In a more recent and detailed history, entitled Hellfire Nation, James Morone meticulously tracks “the
Puritanical strain in the American character which finds expression in political rhetoric from the Colonial
New England Jeremiad to the 20th-century stump speech. Embedded in American civic and religious
discourse, from the McGuffey Reader to the Moral Majority, the recurrent raising of the specter of divine
judgment has aimed to bolster, reinforce, and sanction traditional morality, whether this morality be
called Victorian or Christian or Judeo-Christian. Apocalyptic or supernatural rhetoric, in short, has long
survived its expiration date. Its custodians usually, if not in every case, have recognized religion as one of
its chief guarantors and enforcers.”
And then, as the copious polls and bibliographies Marty cited in 1984 attest, “this linkage in this country
between morality and holy terror began to erode, right around the time, coincidentally or not, that the
U.S. Supreme Court declared prayer in the public schools unconstitutional in rulings in 1962 and 1963,
which was also the time of the Second Vatican Council. And today, not only since the rise of the religious
right in the 1980s but especially in the decade since 9/11, we have witnessed the spectacle of social
conservatives, Protestant moralists, Catholic cultural critics, and calculating latter-day prophets of doom,
including politicians who aspire to the highest political office in the land, go on the circuit and display
charts demonstrating the supposedly strict correlation between the banishing of prayer from the public
schools and the moral collapse of the nation, as evidenced by the use of illegal drugs, out-of-wedlock
births, soaring rates of divorce, and the like.” The fact that Newt Gingrich alone somehow inhabits all of
these personas I just mentioned and uses all of these charts does not undermine my larger point.
[Laughter]
So precipitous and far-reaching was the decline in the belief in hell that Catholics and Protestants alike
began to worry about the future of Christianity itself. In 1963, reporting on the data gathered by Ben
Gaffin and Associates using a questionnaire approved by George Gallup in 1952, Father John L. Thomas
S.J., noting that only little more than one out of eight adults regard hell as a possible future alternative,
commented: “It is easy to miss the profound implication of these findings for the American character,
because the word ‘hell’ has come to be regarded as nothing more than a byword in vulgar speech.
Considering the perspective of Christian realism, however,” he continues, “hell is the alternative to
justification and salvation. Only in terms of this stark realism can the Christian make sense of the
redeeming death of Christ. To deny the existence of hell is implicitly to deny the need for redemption.
Viewed in the light of this consideration, the fact that in 1962 one out of every four Roman Catholics and
almost half of American Protestants no longer believe in the existence of hell may be judged highly
significant.” Close quote from Father Thomas.
I call your attention to the curious fate of hell to make the simple point that it was not long ago that
religion in this country was widely perceived as serving several important social functions, one of which
was to scare the hell out of people, to terrorize them literally with disturbing and occasionally dramatic
and traumatizing images of unceasing anguish and torment in the afterlife. Now, over the last forty to fifty
years, strikingly, that function has withered or been displaced among large segments of the Western, and
perhaps also the non-Western but globalizing, world.
What has this to do with 9/11 or, more generally, with the rise, or at least the greater incidence, of
religious terrorism? Here a few words about so-called religious terrorism. Is there such a thing as
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religious terrorism or are we being unfair to religion? Short answer: there is such a thing, and it comes in
two big brands.
The first we call from our research “strong religion” — that doesn’t mean we think it’s the best kind of
religion, only that these are cases in which a social movement or individual or in fact a nation-state seeks
to identify, demonize, and, if necessary and possible, annihilate an ethnic or religious or national Other.
And movements or individuals or nation-states in which religious elements play a major, or even the
decisive, role in the motivation, pattern, timing, targets, and intended consequences of this violence.
Islamic movements, such as al Qaeda, and Jewish movements, such as Gush Eminem or Kahanism, are
cases of strong religious movements, movements with a strong religious element. George W. Bush’s “War
Against Terror,” if one believes the reportage about its Christian roots, as bin Laden and company surely
do, might qualify instead as a case of the second brand of religious extremism in the world, which we call
“weak religion,” in which primarily territorial or political or other mundane factors are decisive in the
move to exterminate or terrorize the enemy, but in which religious elements are manipulated to lend a
sacred legitimation or aura to the campaign.
Certainly, the Serbian state crusade against Bosnian Muslims in the 1990s, orchestrated in part by that
not-quite-true believer Slobodan Milosevic and company, and given a blessing by the majority of Serbian
Orthodox bishops and priests, was a case of a weak or dependent religious community being taken
advantage of and employed in an essentially nationalist reign of terror. Ian Paisley’s fire-and-brimstone
denunciations of the papists in Northern Ireland aspired to motivate what were really post-Protestant
Ulster militants to march, literally, against their Catholic counterparts.
So what has the general waning of the fear of hell to do with religiously inspired or justified violence?
Quite a bit, I want to speculate. Who are the morally outraged who seek moral repair? Well, all of us are,
right? We were, indeed, and are outraged by the taking of innocent life on 9/11. Many of you, of course,
lost loved ones in that tragedy.
Bin Laden, on the other hand, claimed that he and his followers were morally outraged by the taking of
innocent lives in Iraq, Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, and across the Sunni world, wherever Western interests had
imposed sanctions or supported dictators who tortured their own people, or supported Israelis who
denied basic human rights to the occupied Palestinians, and so forth. Of course, bin Laden and his
murderous accomplices had the advantage of hellfire on their side in rallying the disaffected, the disposed.
He had the advantage, that is, of a readymade available language of transcendent moral outrage, of a
palpable hell, as an active and activated dimension of the religious imagination.
He was in fact riding a wave in the Islamic world. In 1993, I remember, as we were in the midst of a study
of fundamentalism, listening to Hassan Al-Tourabi, whom I had read a lot about and thought, If there’s
ever someone who’s an Islamic fundamentalist, it’s this gentleman. But I was worried that we had just
read about this, I would meet him, and I would realize that all our research was in vain and we hadn’t
gotten it right. We got it right. Tourabi said, very directly: “You in the West have become weak. If you
really were Christian or Jewish, we would respect you. But you’re lukewarm.” “You should be spit out of
Christ’s mouth,” he said to an audience in Washington. “We in the Islamic awakening,” as he called it,
“have retained the true belief and we will take over Africa, and the uma will extend beyond the nationstate because we are the true believers.
Around the same time, a scholar at Georgetown named Barbara Stowasser — I was at a very impressive
presentation she gave about the rise at that time of graphic comic books and graphic novels in Saudi
Arabia that were selling in the thousands and hundreds of thousands in the Sunni Arab world that
depicted the Ddajjal — that is, the Islamic what we would call anti-Christ or satanic figure who comes
toward the end of time and is the avatar of true evil. Of course, in these comic books he’s depicted as a
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Zionist and he’s depicted as coming with technology and military power and so forth. Her point was that
there is a rise of apocalypticism, of Millennial thought, in the Islamic world — this was long before 9/11 —
leading to a resurgence and legitimation and violence.
In our studies of fundamentalism, we found many characteristics of so-called fundamentalists, including
those — not all fundamentalists do violence, of course — moving toward extremism, and the straw that
stirs the drink of those characteristics — I won’t go through them now — is Millennialism, apocalypticism,
because the radical extremist leader has a problem: he’s recruiting from two different pools — one is
conservative or orthodox believers who are not radicalized; the others are young people or people who are
moralists, who don’t know their traditions, and are looking for an identity at home — we’ve heard about
that already.
But the problem is with the orthodox, the conservative, the true believer, who knows their scriptures, they
recognize, at best, that their scriptures are ambivalent and that certainly kill the innocent is not the
leading role, the leading message, in any of these scriptures. Quite the contrary. Whether it’s the Granth
Sahib of the Sikhs, or the Quran, or the Bible, the message is forgiveness, repentance, forbearance, and
love. Those are the main themes of these texts.
There are, of course, texts that can be retrieved and interpreted to justify violence in all of the texts. The
point about Millennialism, apocalypticism, the fear of hell, is that the extremist leader, in order to justify
violence, has to make the claim that we are living in an exceptional time of great darkness, moral
turpitude, in order to justify violence. In each of these scriptures, in fact, you will find what I call an
“emergency clause.” In the Granth Sahib, which is the Living Guru, time after time we read forgive, for
love, reconciliation, and so forth. And yet there is an emergency clause: However, if the Sikh religion
should be under siege, it is your obligation to take up arms, to take up the sword. And so the radical
Bhindranwale in the Punjab adopted the motorcycle and the revolver as accompaniments to the turban
and the short pants and so on, the other symbols of Sikh identity. Millennialism, apocalypticism, the fear
of hell, is the context in which history stops. The world has changed and the true believer must justify
violence.
We come to a conclusion. Please do not misunderstand me. I am hardly denying the West’s capacity for
moral outrage, much less New Yorkers’ capacity for moral outrage. But I am comparing that capacity and
the response it evokes, however, shaped as it is by a largely mundane universal human rights discourse,
and an increasingly secular imagination — I am comparing that capacity for moral outrage, what we have
today, with the “take no prisoners in this earthly realm” imagination of the religious extremist, whether he
controls a nation-state or merely a ragtag army of marginalized mujahideen. Nor am I bemoaning the
loosening of the grip of religious-induced pathological fear upon generations of modern Americans or
Western people. Hardly.
And yet, it seems worthwhile for us to contemplate Father Thomas’s claim that the loss of the fear of
damnation also might signal the loss of a felt need for redemption — or, more broadly, the loss of a
transcendent meaning or depth dimension of human life. Living in the imminent frame with a “buffered
self,” to use Charles Taylor’s lingo in A Secular Age, may not be all that it is cracked up to be. That is, the
current situation, in which we are fated to derive meaning and significance not from the gods or the
transcendent, but within our own noble but relatively puny and perhaps inconsequential humanity, a
situation moreover in which the self is considered to be buffered, as Taylor says, or insulated from the
slings and arrows of outrageous supernatural fortune, the self is far less vulnerable to forces beyond its
immediate control, while living under such a cultural regime as we do, in which the fear of hell and the
imposition of supernatural is remote, raises as many questions and problems as it solves.
You may not agree. Indeed, I hope few, if any, of you in the audience share the nostalgia for the bad old
days when religion supplied us all with ample doses of eternal superego and nightmares of the harrowing
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hound of hell. I hope few, if any, of you in this audience believe this or are nostalgic for the old-time
religion. I hope that you’re not religious extremists that is, self-styled true believers whose conviction that
the murder of the Apostate or the evil leader is a “forgotten obligation,” as Sadat’s assassins claimed.
There are those who believe that there are no innocent people who also pay taxes and support the
American leviathan, that use the awesome power of militarized state to terrorize those who resist its
neocolonial military hegemony.
Religious terrorists, lamentably, are captivated by an unbalanced view of old-time religion. I’ll say more
about this if we have time in the questions. We Western liberals have jettisoned for the better the terrible
dimension of religion, those dimensions that reduce us to creators, that take our vulnerability to the gods
and expose it, render it undeniable, and exploit it via magic. This dimension of religion strikes us as cruel
and unbecoming of a loving creator.
In choosing the noble side of religion — and if we have time in discussion, I’ll indicate where they are both
wrong — in choosing the noble side of religion, however, have we also lost the sense of majesty, the
mysterium tremendum et fascinans of Rudolf Otto, the enormity of the sacred? Is the righteous God, the
one whose infinite depths contain the possibility of damnation as well as redemption, the source of moral
outrage and moral repair that speaks to the depths of the human heart?
I have my son Paul here. I’m proud and pleased he is here. I remember when he and certainly his older
brother were making their first confession in the 1980s. This was the time of a kind of communal
confession. They went up to the altar and they were saying the Act of Contrition. In those years there was
no Pains of Hell. I remember telling Ben, “Don’t say that prayer. You say the Pains of Hell.” I don’t know
why I said that. Now I do.
So, I conclude, how do we arouse moral outrage that leads to consequences for ourselves and for our
opponents, consequences that are commensurate with the depth dimensions of the human person with
her transcendent dignity? What is the source of that kind of moral outrage? And how, my fellow sinners,
do we do that without invoking the pains of hell, and thereby without sowing just a little terror in the
hearts of us all? Thank you.
DAVID MYERS: I’m reminded to remind you to turn off our phones, please, as we go on. We have
many questions here. But I think, after three such stimulating and provocative and apparently in some
cases at-odds presentations, I think we owe it to our three very fine speakers to let them begin this with
their own comments on the session and on their fellow panelists.
JAMES JONES: I think it’s important to keep in mind a couple of things about Professor McCauley and
me in terms of the context here. We are really coming at this — I’m not saying we don’t disagree, because
we do, but let’s put that disagreement — at least I want to first of all begin by putting that disagreement in
some context and focusing it a bit.
Professor McCauley’s interest in terrorism is much, much broader than mine. I mean he has been a
student of terrorism for a long time and he covers a much wider domain. If you look at his book, which I
recommend, which he mentioned, he writes about the Russian Revolution, the 1960s groups, and so on
and so forth.
I never thought that I would be ending my career talking about terrorism and meeting with people from
New Scotland Yard and Interpol and all that sort of thing. I’m a psychologist of religion, and my interest
is in the studies of religious motivation. I got recruited into the discussion of terrorism because there was
an international seminar that was looking for someone who knew something about the psychology of
religious motivation. I hadn’t really thought much about terrorism before that.
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So my focus is — I don’t have the breadth and depth of focus that Professor McCauley has. My focus is on
religiously motivated terrorism. That is really what I know about. I don’t have any professional
knowledge of the Russian Revolution or the Baader-Meinhof Gang or something like that. Where I think
we differ, though, is that I do think that the terrorism we face now is different than ethno-nationalisticpolitical terrorism. I am one of those people who thinks there is such a thing as a new terrorism which is
more global and more religiously motivated, and that the models that were developed to deal with the IRA
and the Baader-Meinhof Gang don’t necessarily apply as well. I think that’s the place where we differ. I
think another difference that you should understand is I think that the practical place where we meet, the
practical issues of counterterrorism, is different.
Professor McCauley — he can correct me if I’m wrong — if I understand him correctly, his concern is with
public policy, with policymakers. My concern is not with that. My concern is with local enforcement, and
I deal with local law enforcement. So that gives my practical how to make the research available — for one
of us it’s how to make the research useful to people making policy; for the other, it’s how to make the
research useful to people who are in the law enforcement community. You should keep those differences
in mind when you hear the discussion between us.
DAVID MYERS: Thank you, Jim. That’s very good. Professor McCauley, do you want to respond
quickly?
CLARK McCAULEY: Yes. But let me start with a few thoughts about Professor Appleby’s story. The
first half of it I thought was really an argument against Charles Murray. But he’s not here, so I am going
to let that go. And then, whether or not there is a hell — you know, we’re not so young, either one of us. I
guess we’ll get to find out before too long. So one of us is going to be surprised. [Laughter]
What he has to say about the difference between strong and weak religion does make sense to me. I guess
what I think is what he called “weak” religion is practically all of the relation of religion to terrorist
violence, and what he called “strong” religion, which is the kind of verbiage, the kinds of categories, the
concerns with outrage and Millennialism and all the kinds of religious-imbued language, I think every
group that gets to violence goes down that road to some extent. I mean you can look back and read, and
even read reasonably, just here in the United States the kind of imagery and language that gets used when
the United States gets involved in violence here or abroad.
I agree that those religious categories and those extremes, those black/white kinds of categorizations, are
commonplace in violence — and it’s not just terrorist violence. In state violence you can find those same
kinds of terms and eschatology all in there, and they are in there — I’m agreeing with him now, I think
both of my colleagues here — there’s power in those. I agree there’s power in those. Politicians wouldn’t
have recourse to those categories and that kind of talk if there weren’t power in them, and Osama
wouldn’t have recourse to that kind of talk if there wasn’t power in them.
But notice that I was trying to restrict my comments to the question, How do individuals get into terrorist
groups? I didn’t try to address — in fact, I tried to say I wasn’t going to address — issues of public opinion
and where this whole mass public sentiment comes from. I have a little bit about that in the book. I am
interested in the effects of martyrdom, for instance, the political effects of martyrdom. I’m interested in
hate, which has in my mind the idea of a bad essence, which I think is very similar to the idea of moral
categories of impurity and contamination. So I think there is power in it. But all I want to say is when you
get down to the people who are actually doing the dirty work, the people who are actually the perpetrators
of violence, whether it’s for the state or whether it’s for some terrorist group, you don’t find ideology is the
big mover.
I’ve tried to tell you what I thought was the big mover, along with some group dynamics I didn’t have time
to talk with you about. But just to make it clear, I wasn’t trying to talk about mass public sentiment or
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approval of or disapproval of violence at a mass public level. I was trying to talk about how individuals get
into groups that do violence that we call terrorism.
DAVID MYERS: Thank you, Clark. Just briefly, Scott, do you want to reply as well? And then we’ll
move on to the questions.
SCOTT APPLEBY: Four quick points, thirty seconds each. My presentation was not so much to hope
that you all believe in hell. I was not trying to shill for hell. However, I think many of us, and certainly
those who lost loved ones on 9/11, have already experienced hell. And there are many people in the world
today who know what hell means. The point about hell is, whether or not there is a fiery torment place
somewhere, etc. — the point is there is a depth dimension to the human person that can have agony that
goes beyond the mundane and joy and redemptive suffering, that depth dimension. In this culture, we are
still struggling for language today to captivate that, to capture it, to respond to it. We have many ways of
doing it. And so the question of hell is also a question about how do we talk about the transcendent, how
do we talk about these depth dimensions, how do we talk about that beyond the mundane? The religious
extremists have that down cold — not the way we would approve.
I disagree with the notion that ideology — and I wouldn’t call it ideology; I call it belief — is not to suggest
— I would say Professor McCauley, in his first slide, where he put the various motivations for people to
join movements, and said jihadists only have a couple of them —
CLARK McCAULEY: No, no, all of them. They use all of them.
SCOTT APPLEBY: Okay. My point is that in these movements — I’m talking about motivations and
means of being mobilized — in these movements that we would call strong or weak religion — let me
clarify that. Yes, of course, both of those kinds of religious extremists use this language, use these
concepts and symbols.
What we are calling strong religion is when the religious element is a deep motivational element, when the
fight is for religion. Al Qaeda, is it fighting for territory and oil resources? Sure. And some members of
the movement are motivated by all kinds of things. But the core, the true believers, actually believe in
these doctrines. This is their sensibility and that spurs them — in a way that the Serbian Orthodox who
were recruited by Milosevic and used the same kind of language are not motivated into the war by some
religion claim. Catholics were not fighting Protestants in Northern Ireland so there would be more
Masses. They were using religion and transcendent language in a territorial and political dispute. Al
Qaeda is using political and territorial elements, but it is really about something quite different. That’s
where Professor Jones’s language I think was appropriate.
So when I said “both wrong,” I’m teasing of course. There are elements of truth in both of these. It
depends on the movement. It depends on how religion is used or employed within those movements.
Religion has the capacity to provoke both destruction, forgiveness, and reconciliation, because it’s an
awesome numinous power that goes beyond language and it is experienced as such. So does it evoke
tremendous acts of forgiveness and reconciliation? Indeed it does. Does it also evoke death and
destruction? It does. Deuteronomy says, “I set before you life and death.” That’s the experience of the
sacred, “I set before you life and death.” And then the interpreter comes in and says, “Choose life.” But
that’s an interpretation that has to be made by the religious leader.
Those are the dynamics of religion. It’s not that there are not nationalism and ethnicity and other
considerations in these movements — indeed there are — but what we have to do is tease out those
movements and individuals and nation-states in which religious motivations and such are more at the
core, because that does make a difference in analyzing and interpreting them.
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DAVID MYERS: Thank you both.
CELIA FISHER: I think we don’t really have time for the questions, except, having read all the
questions, I think that this dialogue has addressed many of them. Also, as you know, in our final panel we
are going to have everybody up here and we will be looking at those questions again. Thank you very
much. Now we’ve got five minutes. I’ll make it seven, but if I say five it’ll probably be ten. So everybody
go out, do their thing, or stay where you are, and we’ll start the other panel. This has been absolutely
fabulous. Thank you so much. [Break: 10:38 a.m.]
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ADAM FRIED: Welcome back. I am Dr. Adam Fried. I’m the Assistant Director for the Center for
Ethics Education. I am pleased to introduce our second panel, Forgiveness & Moral Repair: Philosophy &
Religion. Immediately following this panel there will be a complimentary box lunch outside in the Atrium
for those of you who reserved lunches. If you haven’t reserved a lunch, we’ll have some extra lunches on
hand. There are tables outside of the Atrium for the lunch, but there may not be enough room, given the
space. Just downstairs here, directly downstairs, there’s the Law School Café with extra seating, so people
can go there. We’ll reconvene promptly at 1:15 for our third panel.
As a reminder, and if you weren’t here for the first panel, please write your questions on the note cards
that are provided in the folders and hold up your note card. A volunteer will come down. There are two
volunteers here who will come down and collect your questions throughout the presentations. The
questions will be addressed at the end in a question-and-answer period.
There will be an opportunity to speak more with our first panel — Professors Jones, Appleby, and
McCauley — since there wasn’t as much time as we would have liked in the first panel. So we’ll have some
time at the end of this panel to address some of the questions that we didn’t have a chance to.
If we also run out of time in the question-and-answer period, we’ll save the remaining questions for our
final panel, the fourth panel, which is the summing-up panel at 2:30 p.m., which is an opportunity for all
of the speakers to interact and engage each other and take audience questions.
The second panel will be moderated by Dr. Lisa Cataldo, who will also serve as a discussant. Dr. Cataldo
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is an Assistant Professor of Pastoral Counseling at the Graduate School of Religion and Religious
Education here at Fordham University. Welcome, Dr. Cataldo and the second panel.
LISA CATALDO: Welcome again. The subtitle of this panel is “Forgiveness, Reconciliation, Justice, and
Hope.” As President McShane said this morning, these are issues that bring us beyond the easy questions.
They are complex issues that challenge us at the deepest level to confront what we psychoanalysts would
call the essential ambivalence of human experience. This ambivalence locates us squarely in the midst of
tension — between love and hate, between “an eye for an eye” and the love of mercy, between the impulse
to destroy and the impulse to build, and maybe, ultimately, between the need for a sense of personal
safety and integrity and the troubling realization of our fundamental vulnerability and fragility as human
beings. Amidst these tensions we look for hope, but it often eludes us. So, as we do today, we have to turn
to our philosophers and our rabbis to help us think about and address these challenges.
Our first talk today will be given by Dr. Margaret Walker. Dr. Walker is the Donald J. Schuenke Chair in
Philosophy at Marquette University. Dr. Walker.
MARGARET WALKER: Good morning. I’d like to start by thanking the Center for Ethics Education
and the Center on Religion and Culture, and I especially want to thank my friend and longtime colleague
Dr. Celia Fisher, who is always so busy doing wonderful things. [Slide] There is going to be just one slide
because these themes — terrorism, trust, home, and justice — thread through this presentation. So here
are the touchstone points so you can keep track as we go.
Terrorism shatters trust. That’s one of the things it is intended to do. Here’s how. Trust is about settled
expectations. When we trust people, we rely on those people to do what we expect of them — to do, that
is, what they are supposed to do. Those we have trusted who do not do what they are supposed to do are,
in turn, supposed to be accountable to us for violating our reasonable expectations.
Now, terrorism, simply defined, consists in deliberately and violently targeting civilians for political
purposes. If we assume that the arena for justified mass violence — if there is such a thing — if we assume
the arena for justified mass violence is war, and that even under the rules of war civilians are off-limits as
intentional direct targets, then terrorism shakes very basic expectations by attacking where and when a
society does not expect to be attacked and believes it is entitled not to be attacked.
The terrorist also intends to reverse the terms of accountability. The message of the terrorist is: “See
what we can do to you. Now it is you who must take note of us, to account to us concerning our goals and
demands.” I am not saying in this talk whether terrorism is ever or never justified. I am only here
pointing to a logic of terrorism that explains its effects. Often terrorists do something unexpected, but
more basic is the fact that they do something that violates what they know are acceptable boundaries
people have counted on, and they intend in doing so to make others respond to their demands. Studies of
mass violence and its aftermath reveal important links between trust, hope, and justice in the wake of
violence, and these apply to terrorism.
Using these links, I want to bring out two points about where many of us in the U.S. public find ourselves
a decade after 9/11. Of course, no one story fits everyone, so you’ll see if you find yourself, where I find
myself. I especially need to underscore that I am not speaking about — and certainly I’m not speaking for
— the most direct victims of the September 11th attacks, those who escaped the Towers, who lost loved
ones and friends there, or who are responders who suffered the many consequences of their selfless
efforts. I am speaking of what I’m supposing is a part of a larger public that was part of the audience for
the terrorism of 9/11 — and, of course, terrorism requires an audience — those who experienced the
shock, the outrage, and the continuing sadness and unease of this spectacular attack on U.S. soil.
The first point I’m going to make is that when trust is shattered, hope is needed to reestablish trust. Hope
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is the deeper root, I am saying, that allows human beings to move beyond situations in which their world
of expectations is shattered. The second point I am going to make is that when human worlds are
shattered by the actions of other human beings, seeing justice done is one central path to kindling hope.
In our post 9/11 world, I believe, many of us have not found a great deal to support our needs for hope and
justice.
So the first point, reestablishing trust requires hope. Trust is the most ordinary of attitudes. When we
think of trust, we probably think of the trust we consciously place in particular individuals: We trust the
babysitter with the children; we trust a friend to keep a confidence; we trust our employer to deliver the
paycheck we have worked for. When trust like this is violated, we know whom to complain to or complain
about. We know who is accountable, who needs to explain, apologize, or repair. But not all trust is
personal in this way. We also trust when we open a can of food to eat, board an airplane, or walk past a
stream of others on the street without fear. I call this second kind of generalized trust default trust. It’s
something we are often not conscious of unless it has already been threatened nor betrayed.
Default trust is not particularly personal. It allows us to navigate a world in which we are aware that
terrible things sometimes happen due to others’ actions, but in which we move nonetheless for the most
part with relative unconcern in many daily ways, presuming that others — no one generally that we
actually know — are not going to be doing something other than what they are supposed to be doing. A
reliance is not simply based on an assumption of individual responsibility. Often we assume there are
institutions responsible for seeing to it that people behave as they should, especially where others’ wellbeing is at stake.
Trust is actually a mix of expectation and demand. In full-bodied trust, we rely on what we can expect
people to do, but we are also prepared to hold them accountable when they do not act as expected. When
expectations are disappointed, then this demanding side of trust comes to the fore. We deserve an
accounting. We want explanations, apologies, or amends.
In personal cases, trust between individuals, whether or not we get the satisfaction of explanations,
apologies, or amends, we can often decide to alter or terminate relationships with those upon whom we no
longer feel we can rely. Default trust is different from personal trust in a number of important ways. We
do not always know where to place our demands when the food is spoiled or the plane is not safe. We
know there are individuals who failed in their responsibilities, but it may not be clear to us who they are.
We may have no way to reach them. We may find we are dealing with institutions and do not know how
to make those institutions accountable.
It’s also true that we cannot just decide to alter or terminate many of our everyday activities. Terrorism
attacks default trust and the basic safety of engaging in everyday activities — flying on airplanes, walking
down the street, showing up at one’s workplace, answering the telephone, opening the mail, going
shopping, having dinner at a restaurant. That is why the terrorist attack on trust can be so devastating. It
can call into question whether anything is really safe, and it can call into question whether our institutions
can really protect us. When trust is shaken or shattered, reestablishing trust involves giving someone or
something another chance, precisely a chance to demonstrate that it will be reliable in the future.
But there is an obvious chicken/egg problem here. When your reliance on someone or something is
disappointed, it seems you would have to rely on them again to reestablish that they are, experience to the
contrary, again reliable.
Second point: That is why the reestablishment of trust, I believe, requires hope. Hope is precisely the
attitude, as common in human beings as trust is, that allows us to act on the possibility, even a very slight
possibility, that something we desire, such as renewed trust when someone or something has failed us,
might be achieved and to act as if it is worth expecting or pursuing.
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Hope is crucial when what we desire, and perhaps what we most deeply need, remains for now out of
reach. For hope is precisely the attitude that allows human beings to act as if what they desire is still
possible to achieve and that the actions and appeals that invite it are meaningful and not hopeless. Hope
is at once very powerful and very fragile. It can be powerful in motivating patience and action against the
odds. Yet the sense of actual possibility of what we hope for must be kept alive. If we hope for a world in
which we are no longer reminded constantly in airports and the entrances to public buildings that we
cannot reasonably assume we are ever really safe, if we hope for that, then we must keep alive our sense
that it is possible that we might again be, and that is the job of hope.
Now, to what appears as the third point up there: How does justice feed hope? Hope sounds very
improbable — and in fact it is. It is literally the ability to remain attentive to and energized positively by a
possibility whose probability is very small. Yet, for all of its improbability, all of human life is threaded
through with hopes great and small. Hope allows us to persevere against slight or downright poor odds.
But here is another link that seems even more improbable, yet it appears to be a fact in what we now have
as many studies of mass violence. Against the odds, and sometimes against all odds, survivors of injustice
and violence hope, in particular, for some kind of justice, for that accountability that comes to the fore
when trust is broken.
In the aftermath of violence, justice means those responsible being compelled to answer to those harmed
and to society, to stand before those affected and face them in their suffering, to confront the fact that they
have outraged fellow human beings, and that they are called upon to take responsibility. Formal justice in
a court of law is for many people the paradigm, or a paradigm, of accountability. But others want
vengeance, or the truth to be told, or amends that acknowledge the suffering and loss of victims, or
personal acknowledgement and apology from perpetrators, or some other measures that would restore
some of the normality and peace of mind that were snatched away.
What all these things have in common, whether in particular cases these things are just or would bring
about justice, what they have in common is the demand for an accounting. People affected by violence
demand accountability, even when the possibility that they will get it is slight. In all politically motivated
violence — terrorism, war, repression by authoritarian and violent states, the structural violence of
poverty and disempowerment — the prospects that those responsible, which is typically very many people,
will be brought to account is very improbable.
Yet, we live in a world at the beginning of the 21st century in which accountability mechanisms for mass
violence have proliferated — international war crimes tribunals, the International Criminal Court, truth
commissions in over forty countries, movements for reparations and memory around the world. It is
remarkable in itself how hopeful all of these reactions to mass violence are. They all say: It is not utterly
hopeless. Something can be done. And since what can still be done is justice, it must be done.
But these attempts at justice are not only hopeful attempts, they are also attempts to ignite and foster
hope. People hope for justice, but they need justice to build hope for their future. Now, how can justice
nourish hope?
At the bottom of trust, I think, for human beings there is always the realization that our trust may be
disappointed. Yet, even in the face of crushed expectations, there is still something else that we like to
think we can trust in, that the standards violated will be reasserted and the demand for accountability —
that is, these rules that someone has violated and the expectations that we rested on them, they still count;
so you, those responsible, at least must answer to those rules and to us after the damage is done.
Accountability isn’t everything, and it certainly cannot for the direct victims of violence magically erase
grief, repair lives, or bring anybody back. What it can bring back to a community or a society is some
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sense of reliable order — the rules count — that we can count on. For human beings, this is no small
thing, since we spend most of our lives counting on at least some forms of order in which at least some, or
hopefully many, people are doing what they should.
Now, very briefly, in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, have the needs of the U.S. public — not, I
repeat again, the very different needs of direct victims of the attack — have the needs of the public for
hope and justice been met? I feel that they have not. Now, it is true that acts of terrorism may be difficult
to attribute when terrorists do not act alone. This is one insidious feature of organized terrorism, it is part
of its terror, who’s doing this. And of course, the known direct perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks did not
survive. Some people have questioned whether we actually do know who the perpetrators were, but I am
not going in that direction. For all we know they did not survive, for all most of us know.
So there are real questions about what would look like justice in this kind of case, of a terrorist attack. But
public support for war, the idea of a just war in response to a kind of aggression, was fed by the claim that
we could pursue Osama bin Laden and some identifiable portion of the al Qaeda network. Yet that
mission was rapidly abandoned. Just a couple weeks ago, Jim Dwyer wrote in The New York Times that
even something seemingly as elementary as revising the New York Building Code for tall buildings so that
there would be more exits, something which would have saved, he thinks, many lives on 9/11, was rejected
as too expensive. So that’s a question at the other end about institutional accountability. So it’s an
interesting question: What would have been justice of any type or accountability of any type?
But what I want to say is that something worse than an absence of justice has — in the view of I hope
many of us, I think many of us — ensued and we have endured an inversion of justice, and with it the
compromise of our own moral position as a nation. Here’s what I mean. We, the nation, in the aftermath
of 9/11 were represented by our own country’s reckless mass violence and the violation of our principles of
fairness and rule of law by the unlawful treatment of people who might or might not have been related to
the 9/11 catastrophe — for example, illegal detention, and in some cases torture — that we suffered.
The litany is familiar. I’ll just telegraph it:
• One, retributive war, quickly neglected, without foreseeable resolution, also going on.
• Another purely opportunistic war, costly in lives but bearing no relation to the 9/11 attacks.
• Abu Ghraib.
• Indefinite secret detention of a variety of people. Most of us do not clearly understand whether these
people have a direct relation to the 9/11 attacks, and under suspension of what would be their minimal
legal rights.
• Extraordinary rendition and our highest officials publicly putting into question whether torture is
wrong.
Now, these are things I have mentioned done by — or that were not done by in some cases — the U.S.
government. But there is also something the speaker mentioned earlier, which is the disturbing
phenomenon within the public at some point of scapegoating, hostility, violence, or stigmatization of
Muslims or Muslim-Americans indiscriminately, as if somehow they were responsible, they were
accountable, for something that they didn’t do.
And so we went from those who deserve an accounting to those who now owe one, and from those who
hopes for a restoration of peace of mind to those who persist in fear and discouragement, taking off our
shoes at airports, and knowing that we are not safe. Thank you.
LISA CATALDO: It is now my pleasure to introduce to you Rabbi Irwin Kula. Rabbi Kula is the
President of Clal, the National Jewish Center for Learning and Leadership, in New York City. Rabbi Kula.
IRWIN KULA: Good morning. I’m actually trying to digest that last point of moving from wanting an
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accounting to being accountable. I think that’s a very unnerving point. I have to digest that for a second.
Thank you, first of all, for the invitation to be here. I know I’m a replacement, but I like that movie and I
like the show anyhow, Replacement, and because I’m basically a religious person, every other day or so I
actually think that there is some providential reason for my being the replacement. So I will try to live up
to that.
Let me start with a personal point. My career changed because my life changed after 9/11. I had two
friends, one of whom I had actually officiated at his marriage just a year or so earlier, who died in the
World Trade Center. My kids wound up — they are older now, but they were thirteen or twelve and nine,
and they go to school in Riverdale. They were separated from us for the day because the subway shut
down and you couldn’t drive across the bridges, and for about three or four hours the phone contact was
complicated. We really knew they were safe, but we hadn’t spoken with them. Then we got permission
from the police to meet them in the subway, the one train going all the way up to Riverdale, to meet them.
We weren’t allowed to come out of the subway. They were brought to the subway and we were able to
bring them in.
That twenty-four-hour period, forty-eight-hour period learning about the deaths, I actually shut down my
teaching for three months — I had a very good board that allowed me to do that — because I knew — and
here I don’t want to take a side exactly in that debate — but I experienced that it was religion that did it.
Coming from my own tradition, in which there is our own terrorist faction, because all religions have that
because all systems have that, I couldn’t teach Judaism the same way. I knew I couldn’t do it, but I didn’t
know what to do.
Over a three-month period of doing soul searching, I was walking along the Hudson River — every day I
would walk along the Hudson River for about two and a half hours. One day I was looking at the river and
I had this experience of “Wow!” — or “Oh, my God!” but I try not to use that, as an eighth-generation
rabbi. It was I guess what one would call revelatory skepticism, if there is such a thing, that never again,
and that means something very serious also — my father came here in 1938 from Poland — that never
again would I teach Judaism as a mechanism for tribal solidarity, group identity, in any conscious way —
I’m sure I’m doing it unconsciously — to strengthen the group, to strengthen the Jewish identity, but that
I would only teach Judaism as a wisdom and practice to actually help human beings flourish as best I
could.
One of the checks would be it meant human beings flourishing. If I taught in a way that wasn’t accessible
and usable to people across my boundaries, then it wasn’t good teaching; it was a demonic kind of
teaching and religion. Everything in my résumé is from post-9/11. It’s almost as if there is nothing before
that. So that’s the context.
One other story, because I think one of the things that happened post-9/11 is it’s not that we — the
problem with moral outrage and moral repair is that we have a lot of moral outrage, but the moral outrage
at whom is the problem; and we have a lot of moral repair, but moral repair about what and for whom?
About a month into this experience of this kind of spiritual breakdown after 9/11 — and, you know, if you
were in New York City, ashes — we were in a tenth-floor apartment — there were ashes on our windowsill
that were different kinds of ashes. That’s just the way it was if you were in New York City. When you
cleaned those ashes, you were cleaning up people. It was weird. It was a very weird thing to do. Cleaning
became a sacred kind of activity, and I mean “sacred” in a — it either had to be life-affirming or incredible
bitterness and resentment. I was experiencing the anger and the bitterness and the resentment and the
fear.
I was reading The New York Times. There was a collection of final cell phone conversations. I don’t know
if you remember those final cell phone conversations. It’s a very interesting moment in history because
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usually when people die like that, you don’t get their last words. Here we had a lot of last words of people.
So you actually get to know what people were thinking and feeling, in the nearness of the vanishing
moment. That’s very, very rare when it’s a sudden kind of tragedy.
I began reading these. Something struck me unbelievably about them, and that was that not one, at least
not one that I read — and I really looked and tried to download them and really search for them — not one
was about retribution. It was weird. I mean you would think one. So I am assuming either I didn’t find it
or — but I found a lot of them. Not one was the seeking of justice. Not one said — you would expect
somebody — and they were all ages; there were men, there were women; there was a twenty-eight-yearold woman, there was a seventy-five-year-old guy; those married, not married — there was every kind, so
many different kinds, of people — American citizens, non-American citizens.
You would think that somebody would have said something like — and I’m saying this specifically in this
context because the anger needed to come out, and somehow came out in such distorted forms in America
in the last ten years, which is why we have a lot of moral outrage with almost no moral repair — no one
said “get the motherfuckers.” One should have.
I began reading them, and I recognized: “Oh my, these are contemporary liturgies.” They are these last
statements of a kind of hope. They’re just a shred, they’re shreds and fragments of hope, as if it was never
anything more than that ever, the illusion that got broken on 9/11. These final cell phone conversations
became for me a practice of reciting ever single morning, specifically as a way to not allow bitterness and
resentment and anger and fear to completely overwhelm my experience. And I do it still every morning.
So here is from a thirty-five-year-old guy. The melody is the melody that’s used to chant the Book of
Lamentations in the Jewish tradition, which is the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem, which is a very
horrible destruction. If you watched the images over and over again of the World Trade Center, which is
not healthy to watch, its different words and images, really different, and you watch those images. If
there’s no context to understand those images, it really can destroy the inner life, the depth dimension
gets destroyed; and if the depth dimension gets destroyed, it easily can be replaced by the demonic.
So this is a thirty-five-year-old. This melody is used once. It’s an ancient melody specifically to read a
book of destruction that finishes with one verse of hope, that’s it — five chapters, only one verse of hope.
[Singing: “Honey, something terrible is happening. I don’t think I’m going to make it. I love you. Take
care of the children.”]
Another thirty-something: [Singing: “Hey, Jules, it’s Brian. I’m on the plane and it’s hijacked and it
doesn’t look good. I just wanted to let you know that I love you and I hope to see you again. If I don’t,
please have fun in life and live life the best you can. Know that I love you, and no matter what I’ll see you
again.”]
Last one, Daphne, Brooklyn, twenty-eight-year-old: [Singing: “Mommy, the building’s on fire. There’s
smoke coming through the walls. I can’t breathe. I love you, Mommy. Good-bye.”]
I’m not a philosopher, though I have a degree in philosophy. I don’t consider myself a theologian because
I’m interested in experience far more than I’m interested in the description of that experience that more
often distances than not. I’m a rabbi who tries to make some meaning. So I want to offer this in light of
this question today.
Fear and the reaction to fear is part of our evolutionary heritage. If we didn’t have a negative bias
regarding fear, we’d be dead. It turns out that a terrorist attack — and what we mean by terrorism, as
Margaret suggested, is that terrorism creates a different kind of fear, doesn’t seem to play by the rules of
violence that we make believe should create order in the midst of our use of violence. So when you have a

The Fordham Center On Religion and Culture
www.fordham.edu/ReligCulture

8

terror about death, it’s actually abnormal not to have very heavy doses of fear.
But it turns out that fear crowded out all other kinds of conversations and analysis regarding 9/11. In fact,
the very use of the term “9/11,” as if that is a reified name, as if “September 11th” we know what it means, is
such a distortion. September 11th means a lot of things, and the very use of that term so quickly was a way
to solidify and reify a specific kind of meaning that has made it impossible to move from moral outrage to
moral repair.
First, it confused who are the real victims. People who lost family are different than people who didn’t.
To put everyone in the same boat, to put a person — I went to Chicago five days after because it was Rosh
Hashanah and I had to lead a Rosh Hashanah service. Let me tell you, when we got off the plane in
Chicago, it was a lot more normal than when you got on the plane at LaGuardia. To imagine that there
wasn’t very significant nuance and parsing that was necessary between all the people who experienced
fear, distorted any possibility of both healing, repair, and decent public policy. And then it confused the
capacity to ask cause questions with the issue of blame and justification.
So the second we began to try to ask what Maimonides said — Maimonides said in the 1200s— Whether
it’s famine or a conquering people, either way, whether it’s natural or not natural, people doing it, the first
thing the collective needs to do is ask “Is there any” — they fast, they’re supposed to fast. I assume you
can’t fast and go shopping, so we’re not allowed to fast — instead of fasting, and fasting is simply a
spiritual practice to say, “Whoa, hold it. You’re going to be completely overwhelmed by whatever is your
reaction now. Take a break and ask very simply: Is there anything that the collective possibly did that in
any way, shape, or form contributes to what happened?” — not because it justifies that which occurred.
But we confuse those categories of cause/effect and justification. That created terrible distortion of public
policy. It’s so easy because that reptilian part of our brain responds so quickly. Ron Silver, the actor — I
don’t know if you remember — at the 2004 Republican Convention, he strode to the podium and he
delivered this statement, and people were cheering and yeah-ing: “We will never forgive. We will never
forget. We will never excuse.” And the crowd was rabidly cheering. That was 2004 — and I don’t mean it
politically, because I’m going to say one more thing about the split between liberals and conservatives.
When George Bush got up on September 14th, if you watch that clip — it’s an amazing two-minute-andeleven-second clip on YouTube — he starts by saying: “America is on it bent knees.” It’s a beautiful,
beautiful opening. You can see he was prepared at some level to raise the discourse. The thing got out of
control on the ground there because of the emotions. He stopped and he turned and he said: “Don’t
worry. They’ll hear you. The world will hear you.” And then he said: “And the enemy will hear us all.”
But we never asked the question, “Hear what? Hear what?”
One more point and then we will answer questions. Something else this fear did. The first level of
accountability is one’s own, that’s what Maimonides is saying. It seems to me what happened in the
country, and it’s still happening in the country — and that’s one of the reasons we feel so unsafe — is there
was a split consciousness between the Right and the Left, and a very, very nice agreement, unconscious,
between conservatives and liberals, in which conservatives got to deal with aggression — you know,
liberals don’t believe in aggression; they’re very nice, we believe you can talk out aggression — by the way,
that goes with sacrifice too. That’s what Scott [Appleby] was saying— conservatives are much better on
sacrifice than liberals. Liberals are scared of sacrifice.
So it turns out if each side becomes the container of what the other side fears, you have a very damaged
public culture. What we have is an “Axis of Evil” side and a “social construction of evil” side. That’s part
of the split, the religious/secular split, but it splits very often conservatives/liberals. The Axis of Evil is a
complete externalization of evil — there really is evil, it’s satanic, it drops in from the outside, and the only
thing to do is to wipe it out. Then of course you have to wipe it out once it’s externalized. You know it’s a
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percentage inside of you, but that’s just too heavy to deal with.
And of course we couldn’t ask accountability questions, because accountability questions would have
made every single one of us who puts gas in our tank somehow, even if it’s a billionth of a billionth of a
billionth of a billionth of a billionth of a billionth of a billionth of a percent, we’re responsible because in
an interdependent world, in a spiritual world, in a world in which a depth dimension of life is real,
everything is interconnected.
I don’t mean in a secret New Age way. It could be a billionth of a percent. But think about a country in
which every single person who puts gas in his tank has at some level unconscious guilt about having
produced 9/11. That’s a metaphor.
What happens then to the culture? One side turned out to make it the Axis of Evil to avoid any questions
of guilt because they had a lot of guilt. And the other side, it was so convenient — and I know I’m on that
other side — it’s so convenient for us. We let them do all the dirty work. They can do all the violence.
They can do all the torturing. It’s perfect — and then we get to critique them too. It’s great. So we don’t
have to feel any of that aggression. We can make believe in a kind of postmodern, weird, secular, nihilist
view that everything really is — if we just understood them a little better, if we just have some better
contextual interfaith work. [Laughter]
No, it’s very serious, because that’s the problem with the Left. So it immediately became “blame
America.” So you had “blame America” and no blame. You had evil as a social construction and evil as an
Axis of Evil, as a being metaphysically unique. That is a terrible split for a culture. One became the
container of all the fear and the other side became the container of all the hope. One became the
container of all the rage and the other became the container of “let’s have just nice conversations.”
This political correctness on the Left is only a hidden form of aggression anyway. No one knows that
better than academics. What happened, and what is still happening, is the inability — and with this I’ll
conclude — the inability to take in these four fundamental spiritual insights that all sides know but are
scary for everybody.
• The first is that security is the illusion, that’s the illusion. Vulnerability and security and the fragility of
life is the way life is. That’s why the Book of Numbers is the longest book in Scripture, because it’s the
wandering that’s really what it’s about, and that’s why the key character doesn’t get into the Promised
Land. We better rise to the occasion to understand that.
The justice and injustice, yes, I get it, very important categories. But from a religious/spiritual
perspective, that must begin to have some policy implication. We don’t know how to do it yet because of
these splits. There is also a category of non-justice. That’s different than justice and injustice. And that’s
not Catholic Mystery either, which I’m sure needs to be unpacked here.
• Second, religious/spiritual truth of interdependence and interconnection. Again, I don’t mean it in a
slippery way. But there is a non-dualist experience of the world, and all we keep doing is dualizing. With
the level of weapons that are happening, ten people are going to be able to take out hundreds of
thousands. So all of a sudden, dualisms are very nice. I get them. They’re absolutely necessary. They’re
one of the noble things we do.
But it turns out from a religious perspective God creates good and evil — and I don’t care what God you
believe in — which means the real drama is to try to discover how the projected evil that comes out of our
collective somehow gets reified so much that we have to kill it — and we do have to kill it before it kills us,
but then we have to remember that when we kill it, it’s only giving space for us to address the real causes.
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The Left understands their causes and the Right understands we have to kill it. We have to integrate those
two intuitions. Yes, evil is a social construction, but sometimes it reifies so much that if you don’t slay the
dragon it kills you. So you have to remember you have to slay the dragon, you have to do it as best you
can, you have to cry when you’re doing it, and then you have to spend as much money trying to figure out
the cause/effect, because it’s only giving you space, because you’re going to close the door and it will come
through the window, you close the window and it’s coming through the door.
As an Egypt point regarding Passover Seder, the story we don’t tell at our Seders as Jews — and I’m sure
Christians don’t tell the story either and Muslims don’t tell the story either — the first time “slaves to
Pharaoh” was ever used is not about the Egyptians. The first time it’s used is Scripture saying about
Joseph that he made the Egyptians slaves to Pharaoh. And then the book ends and you turn, and it says,
“These are the names.”
The great commentator Rashi asks: “Why ‘and’? No book starts with ‘and,’ even back then.” He says,
because actually if you look carefully, you’ll see the cause of slavery. Things don’t happen. They just don’t
happen out of Poof! Egypt was enslaved by Joseph, the Patriarch son — and you know what? What goes
around comes around. It may take a long time, but what goes around comes around. So there is
accountability.
• The last point, and I think saying this at Fordham — and I learned this from my Catholic friends — that
there is a wisdom in suffering. That is not to say that suffering ought to be prescribed. That is not to say
we ought not have a strong military. It’s not to say that we ought not try to eliminate the insecurities and
the vulnerabilities and evil. But when what is a part of human experience does erupt, the chaos and the
suffering, there is wisdom in that suffering. That was the wisdom of those final cell phone conversations.
Thank you very much.
LISA CATALDO: Wow! I’m never attempting to preach again, let me tell you right now. I’ve been
humbled. And I am humbled to have the role of actually responding to these two very rich and very
powerful presentations that I think challenge us to think about, as I said earlier, very complex issues and
being in those tensions that just are not easy to resolve, and perhaps are not resolvable at all.
So I stand here, not as a philosopher, not as a clergy person, but as a therapist. That’s what I have been
asked to do today, to think about how some of these issues that have been spoken about in this panel work
in life and in healing of actual human beings who have suffered trauma, because that’s what we are talking
about, is trauma. I think that when we talk about trauma and we talk about God in the same paragraph, it
can really shed maybe some more light or a different kind of light on the ideas of trust, hope, repair, and
outrage. So I just want to say a couple of things about that.
First of all, in contemporary psychoanalysis in the circles I move in, we tend to think of the human person
not as one person but as a multiplicity of persons. We feel like a self, but we also have lots of parts of
ourselves. I think you all know that experience. There may be a part of yourself that comes out when you
are visiting your family that is a very different self than when you are with your spouse or your colleagues,
for example, right?
In my own work, I would say that all of your selves have different gods, or at least different images of God.
Remember I’m not a theologian, so I’m not making a theological statement. But in trauma things look
different. In a healthy sense, we can move around all these different experiences of self and these
different experiences of God pretty fluidly and still feel like ourselves, like a person.
We have a basic trust, a default trust — I like that term — that the world is negotiable, that I am going to
be myself this afternoon, I’m going to be myself tomorrow, and I was myself yesterday. In trauma
something happens to that. Trauma is defined by the quality of psychic overwhelm. What makes
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something a trauma is the fact that your psyche cannot process it. That’s what makes it a trauma. That’s
why two people who experience exactly the same thing will not always have the same response. It can be
traumatic to one person and not traumatic to another person. That’s important to remember.
The other thing that’s important to remember is this psychic overwhelm threatens our sense of being. It’s
an existential crisis. One of my mentors, Phil Bromberg, says: “Traumatic events are taken in as
unbearable assaults on the felt core of what it means to say who I am to myself.” He also says that “This
experience is an erasure of our subjectivity, and therefore is perhaps the definition of evil.” So the moral
outrage and trauma is against being erased as a person.
I wanted to think about for a minute, in response to my colleagues and a little bit of what came up in the
first panel, how religion actually plays out in the life of someone who has suffered a trauma and a
disruption of in terms of personal faith and in negotiating the meaning of the world after your default
trust has been shattered.
There has been lots of writing on the trauma of spirituality. A lot of it says positive views of God are
coping mechanisms that help us to restore trust. And some say trauma itself is a spiritual growth
mechanism, so that we in fact gain meaning because we have survived a trauma. But both of those can
gloss over some of the complexities of this idea of multiplicity and the multiplicity in the religious
experiences of those of us who have survived collective trauma and individual trauma.
So one of the things I think we have danced around here today, or been thinking about, is: What does
repair mean? Does repair mean justice? What does justice mean? Does justice mean finding someone
accountable and having that person, persons, or institutions be accountable to us? Does justice mean
revenge? These are all the kinds of things that are going to come up also in the religious life of trauma
survival.
I want us to think about just for a moment who God becomes in the aftermath of trauma. If we think
about us being normally in a healthy sense multiple and we can move around and we can have the God
who’s the God of our child-self and the God of our mature-self, in trauma everything gets blown apart, all
the connections are destroyed. So, instead of multiplicity, we have fragmentation. Now, that’s a
completely different experience.
In fragmentation, the parts of self cannot talk to one another. We often have a mechanism, called
dissociation, which means we don’t even know that we know about those parts of our self. They are just
“someplace else.” I would suggest that God shatters along with the self, and the parts of God that are
associated with the traumatized parts of self are in fact shattered and dissociated and cannot
communicate with one another.
Here are some ways that might look in our lives, in our collective lives and our individual lives. We might
need to maintain in one part of our self that God is good, there is a good God. But then what happens? “If
God is good and this happened to me, I am bad. I deserved it. I did something to make it happen.” This
is what I call chaos management strategy — at least God is good.
A very famous psychoanalyst once said, “I’d rather be a sinner in a world ruled by God than an innocent in
a world ruled by the Devil.” That’s chaos management. Another option is: “God is good, I am good, and
the perpetrator is bad. The perpetrator contains projections of all evil, all aggression, all violence, and I
am surely innocent.” And yet, it still doesn’t seem to really satisfy.
“I am good, God is weak. I’m okay, but God has no power because God was a passive bystander in this
trauma, did not intervene to help me, or made it happen, allowed it to happen.” “God is the perpetrator.
God is bad. I am good. God did this to me for no reason.” Or finally: “God is just passive. God doesn’t

The Fordham Center On Religion and Culture
www.fordham.edu/ReligCulture

12

care about me.”
As a sort of a side note, you also can have a situation where the trauma becomes God. We have seen this
in the aftermath of violence a lot, that people internalize the trauma as a kind of icon because it is
transcendent — it’s bigger than your brain, it’s bigger than your subjectivity, it’s bigger than your self —
and therefore the trauma itself takes on a kind of sacred or transcendent quality and is worshipped
internally.
All of this stuff I see in real life every day in my office. Sometimes, for better or worse, I as the therapist
get to play God. That’s what happens in therapy. It’s called transference. The therapist will take on all of
those roles and have to be able to contain all of those experiences of the other person. But guess what?
We also have to contain them in ourselves. When we’ve all shared in that trauma, that’s a real challenge.
That is the situation for all of us theologians and philosophers and rabbis and therapists who are trying to
talk about the aftermath of collective violence, because we are in it too. We experienced it too in all our
different ways.
So it becomes the task of people in a helping position, if you will, or an authority position, to become
somehow strong enough containers to hold all of these disparate experiences. So what does repair look
like? It has to allow all of that in there. In my experience at least, hope is an achievement, maybe
underlying there somewhere.
Moral outrage is an achievement. Often people are only numb, they can’t be outraged. We’re glad when
they get to rage. Rage is good — but only if it can be contained and not overwhelming and traumatic in
itself. And also, it requires lamentation, as Rabbi Kula said, mourning. That’s another thing we haven’t
talked about too much today. But recovery from trauma and repair requires mourning the losses and the
wounds that have hurt.
It also requires a witness. I really appreciated the idea that terrorism requires an audience. Healing
requires an audience always. You cannot heal by yourself. There has to be a reliable witness who
responds and says, “Your words or your cries can move me. I’m not a passive God in the sky who does not
respond to you. I’m not a passive political leader who doesn’t hear your pain, doesn’t share in your pain.”
So there is something important about that reliable witness.
The last question I have, and I’d love us to discuss this now going forward — we will have a discussion
among ourselves and then welcome your questions — is this issue of forgiveness, because I notice we
didn’t really talk about forgiveness, even though it was in the title. I often ask myself, as all trauma
therapists do, what forgiveness means in the context of healing from trauma, and does forgiveness need to
happen, and is forgiveness only contingent on accountability? That is one position. Until the perpetrator
is accountable, held accountable, there can be no forgiveness.
But the fact is in this work often there is no accountability. Often the perpetrator is dead. Sometimes we
can’t remember who the perpetrator was. We don’t know who it was. It is generations of people that
imposed trauma on our ancestors. Who is to be held accountable? Maybe no one. Often there is no
accountability, and therefore can there be forgiveness? I have my own thoughts about that. But as a sort
of segue into a discussion, maybe we can talk about that. Thank you.
CELIA FISHER: Thank you for that third presentation. I think Lisa has raised some wonderful
questions and, given that she is both respondent and speaker, I thought that she should also be answering
these questions. I’m sure a lot of you feel like I do. I’m emotionally drained from these presentations, all
of them, but I’m also intellectually and spiritually nourished by the three presentations.
What I wanted to do, and the reason I came up here, and I hope I can do it without crying — but we did
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get one question I thought really taps and introduces some of the things that Lisa was asking and also this.
This came from somebody in our audience.
“I came here today to have an intellectual experience of post-9/11. Here I am reduced to tears, tears
which I thought had all but dried up because I had healed and could now focus on how I could prevent
such a thing. I was one of the escapees from one of the Towers, and my song or chant was to my parents
was: ‘Tell my mother and father that you saw me and I want them to know that I am not coming home
because something terrible has happened and I am going to die today. Tell them I am okay. Here is their
phone number.’ I never saw the person again that I gave my number to. My travail was terrible on that
day, but I was spared death. I have come full circle and still try to understand terrorism or who is
accountable. Therefore, whom do I forgive? Is forgiveness a value in a vacuum?”
Thank you to that person, whoever you are. Maybe we can respond.
LISA CATALDO: I’d like to respond to that. First of all, thank you for sharing that story. It’s incredibly
powerful and the question is very important: Is forgiveness possible in a vacuum or without an answering
other? It’s a really tough question. It’s a spiritual question, a theological question, and also a
psychological question.
In my thinking about this and in my working with people who have a lot to forgive of other people, I think
of it this way — and my own experience as well, I would say. Because of the interconnectedness of all
things, as Rabbi Kula was talking about, and the ways in which we are all implicated in our own trauma in
some maybe infinitesimal way, just by being a human being who is connected in a web of relationship to
other human beings, at the most profound level trauma work will bring a person to a place where they will
take responsibility for that participation — not blame, not responsibility, very important — but just for
being a human being with desires, how we participate in the trauma in some way. So there has to be a
forgiveness of the self for being a human being and being frail and vulnerable, number one.
CELIA FISHER: Let’s go to the others too for their number one and then we’ll come back. Margaret?
MARGARET WALKER: Yes. I was hoping Lisa was going to answer that question for all of us. I just
want to comment. I thank the person who offered us that witness. You [to Rabbi Kula] talked about the
essential role of witness in healing, and I think people who offer us this witness, as you did with your
singing of cell phone messages, contributes something for all of us. But I want to say that I think
forgiveness can’t depend — there are views that say that forgiveness has to be interactive, you must
engage. There are views that say that forgiveness must not only be interactive but should be contingent
on the remorsefulness or accountability of the person who has offended you.
One of the reasons I reject those views of forgiveness is because it leaves the victim of wrong at the mercy
of the availability, the knowledge, the accessibility, the repentance, of the person who has wronged. But
also you gave us one interesting vocabulary for thinking about why forgiveness in the absence of or
without or not directed to a particular offender or perpetrator is important, because part of what is going
on in forgiveness, I think, is that shattering of parts of the self has to involve retrieving some parts that are
attached, that are bonded to the sense of outrage, the sense of wrong.
I think at the core of forgiveness there is something that goes on — it’s not the only thing that goes on —
which is the retrieving of that part, saying that part is no longer captive to or bonded to that terrible thing
that someone did, someone I may not know, someone I cannot reach, someone who may not care,
someone who isn’t sorry.
I also think it’s true that there is a reason forgiveness is thought of as a gift, because even when there is a
person available, you have had to do the work of unsticking that part of yourself from that. So you then
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give someone something to which in some sense they can’t be entitled.
LISA CATALDO: That’s beautiful.
IRWIN KULA: Yes. I’ll just add one — yes, thank you, whoever wrote that [question]. I would say that
it just shows we have barely grieved, and that’s because the tears got collectivized into a national
experience. In the end, nationalism is an idolatry. It’s a necessary idolatry at this stage in human
development. But it turns out it’s an idolatry, like all human constructs. So individual human beings’
tears for their own significant losses got completely dried out and desiccated in the national experience.
That’s very, very, very unhealthy for the culture.
Second is, regarding forgiveness, there’s a lot of different types of forgiveness is what we are saying. There
is a conditional forgiveness that is a contingent forgiveness that we can work on really, really hard, and we
can do all the necessary work in the psychological and the spiritual dimensions, which we should try to do.
But then there is this other. I say it as a religious person who also carries my own traumatic memories in
family and the collective history of my people. And again, speaking at Fordham, it’s kind of funny,
because Jews are not big on this, we don’t like this one so much, which is one of the reasons we have
issues with Catholics, because we’re jealous of it. That is that there is an element of forgiveness that is
simply grace, and it erupts. You can do all the work in the world for it, but it’s unearned. That’s the
paradox of that type of forgiveness.
Part of the many, many things that Scott [Appleby] said is that we’ve lost all of that enchantment, depth
dimension in the larger public culture, because religious people tend to take it so literally that it’s not
accessible to other people, and secular people don’t think it’s real. It’s not only that we wind up not being
able to do hell, but we don’t wind up being able to do forgiveness. Those things are actually connected.
Finally, the only claim from my own tradition is that — you know, here’s the truth — and again, when I say
“the truth,” I’m talking about my own tradition — is that the broken tablets get put into the ark, they don’t
get discarded in the Book of Exodus. Those broken tablets mean that it turns out that forgiveness isn’t
wholeness; forgiveness is the ongoing brokenness. We understand that brokenness is on the inside, not
the outside. That’s why we shatter a glass at the end of a wedding, because it’s not after the wedding, it’s
inside the wedding, and after the glass is shattered we say, “Mazel Tov!” That’s kind of odd unless you
understand that if it’s broken and this is on the inside it will tear you apart.
So then you have to live, as our tradition says, “as if” — make believe. It’s hard to make believe. It’s hard
to make believe that you can still love and it’s hard to make believe that you can still care and it’s hard to
make believe that other people still care and it’s hard to make believe that you can still trust. But it turns
out you live “as if.” In the living “as if,” there is a forgiveness that’s not a noun but an ongoing verb. We
don’t have that. Forgiveness isn’t a noun; it’s a verb hiding out in a noun, your “forgivenessing.” And
“forgivenessing” is an ongoing process till the very day we die.
CELIA FISHER: I have two questions here. It’s interesting because I think they really reflect a lot of the
other questions, and also the kind of dual feelings that Rabbi Kula was talking about in terms of
conservatives versus liberals. But I think all of us, those of us not politicians, kind of feel all of them. So
here are the two questions, which I think are wonderfully juxtaposed:
“How can you heal when you still hear speakers now praising the 9/11 killing and violence and asking for
more killing of Americans, etc.? It’s fine if I forgive, but what about others? What if others still want to
kill us and call tomorrow’s terrorists heroes?”
The other side of that is: “Is there any hope for justice and mercy? As a superpower, the United States
has failed to comprehend the essential elements that fuel the ongoing success of terrorists. Is it too late
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for the United States to repair its own wrongs in escalating violence and ask for forgiveness?”
LISA CATALDO: I’ll just say it’s never too late.
IRWIN KULA: Yes, right.
LISA CATALDO: It’s never too late. Start now.
CELIA FISHER: Thank you. Margaret?
MARGARET WALKER: I’ll just also say that I’m a little uncomfortable. I didn’t talk about forgiveness,
and wouldn’t want to in this context, because to me that is to the direct or immediate victims and those
who immediately shared their lives.
I was very struck by some things that Rabbi Kula said about the kind of blurring and appropriation of the
experience, as if there weren’t differences between individuals immediately and directly affected, also
those of us directly affected by living in New York and inhaling the ash and sweeping the dust off the
windows, and then those in other parts of the country.
By coincidence, I happened to move out of New York City in June of 2002, so I had been here in 2001.
One of the things that I found very jarring when I got to Arizona, as it happens, was that people seemed to
want to be entitled to make this their own grievance and in the mode of anger and vengeance. I thought:
Something has gone wrong there.
So I would want to not — I don’t think most of us are in a forgiving position, partly because of the nature
of what happened, but partly because most of us — I don’t speak for others of you who are in that more
direct position — do not stand in that.
LISA CATALDO: I would just respond to that a little bit to say I agree. I think, obviously, people are
affected in very different ways, depending on their proximity to the events and how directly it affects
them. But also I think that as a culture we have a collective identity called America and being an
American, and that identity was shattered, the collective identity. So there was also a collective trauma
that’s different, but I think it’s there.
IRWIN KULA: I want to say something about the collective. I’ve actually thought about it. I travel
125,000 miles a year in America and I’m in so many different kinds of communities. There’s a part of me,
and I’ve never said this publicly — actually, now thinking about it a little, maybe I shouldn’t say it — but I
actually think that 9/11 came at an incredibly convenient time for this country. The collective identity that
we call America had been unraveling for quite a while, and 9/11 became this very, very — because anger
and fear and revenge are so primal and they’re so unbelievably damn sweet — that 9/11 became the place
where we could avoid the hard conversations of what it means that this social contract has unraveled.
9/11 — and I say this with deep respect to the families, and that’s what I’m so concerned about, the
families — I’m on the 9/11 National Memorial Museum Commission — those meetings are — somebody
ought to be studying those meetings, because the families that are there, there’s so much displacement of
what they needed as witness to what this museum, whether it should be built or not, is attempting to do.
There’s so much confusion here — you know, as Dylan says, “There’s so much confusion here, I got to get
some relief.”
But there’s something about the unraveling America that 9/11 could make-believe has healed. We are
going to pay a price, and we are paying a price for that right now. I want to say one more thing about
“never too late” and that piece. This is not going to work from politicians down. This is not going to work
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from leadership down. The leadership is not capable of being the containers of the kinds of rage that we
are talking about here. This is going to be from the people up. It’s like Wisconsin. It’s got to be from the
people up.
The question is: For any of us as we feel these incredible pulls of two things that are true — “I want to kill
them,” and, “I know I’m also partially responsible” — those two feelings, which are part of any healthy
human being — you’ve got to have both those feelings, right? It turns out, whichever one you are
predisposed to, which means whichever is the other one that makes you angry when you hear it, that’s the
one you’ve got to wrestle with. So if I find that I’m really angry at the people stoking the fear and the
people who are saying, “We’ve got to kill them” — and I was very, very involved in Park 51. I lost a quarter
of a million, 8 percent, of my institution’s budget, I lost because I got involved in Park 51 and that mosque
at Ground Zero by other people.
What we have to begin to do, and we’re going to have to start it on the ground — it took a long time to
unravel to this point; it’s going to take a long time to re-ravel — is that when we feel that anger and say,
“Oh my gosh, how can we ever get better because America is such a bad place and we’re attacking people”
— “Okay, I got it, got it” — take a deep breath and understand that the reason we’re so fierce about that is
because 5 percent of that truth is part of what we’re repressing.
Until we own that, it’s going to be shadowed out and projected at that level, because these are karmic —
and I don’t mean it in a Buddhist way — but you can see it in the culture, you can see it ratcheting, more
and more polarized, because each side can’t deal with a partial truth. That is just too hard to deal with.
So we have to be on the lookout for that.
One last thing. We have to be on the lookout for our nightmares of powerlessness and our fantasies of
power. It turns out that we are predisposed in different ways. Some of us, for a variety of reasons, will be
very, very, very concerned about conserving our power because people are out to get us. And there are
people out to get us. That is part of the human experience. So it turns out we have nightmares of
powerlessness.
Others of us have fantasies of power—that we actually can be in control. It turns out our powerlessness is
never as bad as our nightmares and our power is never as triumphant as our fantasies. We have to be on
the lookout for that or we can’t get to the healthy moral outrage and moral repair.
CELIA FISHER: I’m going to have one more question. I’m going to also involve, as I promised, Panel 1
in this. Maybe I’ll start with the three of them and then we’ll end up with the three of you. Here is also
another one of these that can juxtapose two different points of view but I think get at the same point.
One question was: “Would we be better off in today’s world without religious states like Iran or Israel? Is
it not true that the separation of church and state has allowed the U.S. to get along and therefore to
prosper more effectively than others?” The second question is: “What role can religion play in defeating
both sacred and secular terrorism?” We’ll start with if anyone from Panel 1 wants to respond to that. I
think that first one was addressed at you, Scott.
SCOTT APPLEBY: Could you repeat the last part of the first question?
CELIA FISHER: Okay. “Is it not true that the separation of church and state has allowed the U.S. to get
along and therefore to prosper more effectively than others?”
SCOTT APPLEBY: And the other part of the question? There was another part of the question.
CELIA FISHER: “Would we be better off in a world that did not have religious states?” The other one is:
“How can religion help fight terrorism?”
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SCOTT APPLEBY: I understand the premise of the question. I’ll get off the hook by challenging the
premise. We live in a religious nation. The United States, as is well known — it’s kind of a commonplace
almost among people who study religion — the United States is the most religious country certainly in the
Western world of the industrialized, developed societies. That’s a conundrum for people—that we remain
a very deeply religious nation.
We do have church-state separation, and James Madison said we have that so that “the sects may
flourish” — and flourish they have. So I want to just push back a little bit, since I don’t have a good answer
that you would like about the question, to reconsider a sharp dichotomy between religious nations and
nations such as ours that are described as non-religious. It’s true that we are disestablished, but it’s not
true that we are not a religious nation.
JAMES JONES: Three very, very quick points. The first question I’m not going to speak about. The
second one I think I’ve already indicated my answer, which is that I think a religious response is required
to religiously motivated terrorism.
I want to make one comment about this last panel, which is that I think the point about the audience and
who is the audience is so crucial. I don’t think it’s a coincidence, and I speak as someone — well, I won’t
speak personally for you — I don’t think it’s a coincidence that the lowest levels of support for the Iraqi
war were in New York, where the trauma was most suffered. I don’t think we can ignore that the rest of
the country saw this on television.
And even those of us who were enough removed that we didn’t see it directly but we saw it on television,
but we smelled the smell, we knew people who died, we were in contact with friends and relatives who
were maybe killed or certainly were in danger — even if we saw it on television, we also experienced it
directly. The rest of the country saw it on television. Television has a very, very pernicious effect in terms
of how trauma gets replayed from a detached perspective. I think some of the way in which people were
being able to be manipulated in the rest of the country around 9/11 was because they saw it on television.
I don’t think we can ignore that.
CELIA FISHER: That’s a good point.
CLARK McCAULEY: Just a couple of thoughts. One is back and forth on this panel is the distinction
between an individual identity and a group identity, and what happens at one level is not the same as
what happens at the other. That’s something social psychology is supposed to know about, though I
would say we do a bad job communicating it to most people taking introductory psychology.
My one other thought is I think I’m going to try to write a paper now. It is going to be about those
messages, those last messages from the cell phones, because I think it’s quite like Atta’s Manual. Do you
maybe remember, some of you? Not really anybody believes Atta wrote it, but it was a kind of a
procedural, devotional text that was found in the baggage of several of the 9/11 attackers. What’s
interesting is what’s not there. There is no litany of victimization, anger, hate. I’m going to try to make
something of that parallel, which I never thought about until today. So I’m very grateful for this panel.
IRWIN KULA: I’ll do the music. I agree with everybody there. We are not going to be able to separate
this religion thing. It’s part of what the country is. Whether we use it as rationalization, whether we use it
as a depth dimension, it’s all part of it. I would say what we are going to have to do is try to figure out
greater integration in how we work with religion. It turns out religion has, at least in this way that I’m
going to talk about, two roles: one is translated and one is transformative.
Translated means it roots and anchors you exactly where your psycho-spiritual development is. So if
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you’re egocentric, if you’re ethnocentric, if you’re socio-centric, world-centric, cosmic-centric — whatever
level of psycho-spiritual development you are on, religion roots you to that because it actually supports
your identity, both personal and collective.
There is another role for religion, which is transformative. It blows up the categories in the hope that you
will leap to a new level. So all the founder religion stories are all stories in which people who are at one
level of psycho-spiritual development have some sort of experience and the experience jettisons in a
quantum leap — because you can’t just do A, B, C, D, E, F equals G — it’s some kind of quantum leap into
some next level.
That’s one of the reasons these final cell phone conversations are so important to me, because the
juxtaposition of what you would expect — retribution, all that — right at the moment of death, these are
people who are having some kind of quantum move. We haven’t done the study, but we don’t know what
they were like the day before. But chances are they weren’t all at that psycho-spiritual development to be
able to love at that moment. It’s just not possible. So something happens in these moments where we
move.
If you teach religion in an ethnocentric way, you will wind up with unbelievable ethnocentric
combustibility. If you teach religion in a socio-centric way, if you teach religion in a cosmic-centric way, if
you teach religion to a three-year-old that never gets past a three-year-old’s egocentricity, you’re going to
have a very egocentric, narcissistic religion.
That has to do with the kinds of gods that you wind up creating, which is what we’re doing anyhow. So we
have to do much better in our rabbinical schools. Maybe the ministers are doing better and the
seminaries are doing better in the Catholic tradition. But in the rabbinical school we don’t deal with any
of that psycho-spiritual development relative to the religion they are being taught.
CELIA FISHER: Thank you. Margaret?
MARGARET WALKER: I’d just like to say that I wouldn’t at all have expected to hear retributive
outcries and demands in these cell phone conversations. I mean that’s not the position from which one
says, “I want to get back at them.” These people are saying good-bye to their loved ones.
But it’s a broader point which I’d just like to clarify. The demand for accountability is not instantaneous.
I think, as Lisa pointed out, the people most directly harmed are apt to be numb, apt to deal with despair,
apt to deal with guilt and shame — paradoxically but invariably — and so on. It can take, not just time,
but it can take inter-generational time, for people to be safe enough in a sense to start saying, “We really
do have to hold someone responsible and we really do have to stand up for and stand on those standards.”
CELIA FISHER: Lisa?
LISA CATALDO: I just wanted to comment back to Jim’s comment about the non-New Yorkers or the
rest of the country sort of co-opting the pain and suffering and then being the ones who were seeking
payback or revenge. I think we can elaborate the idea of witness in a lot of different ways.
One thing that the trauma survivor needs is someone who can be a witness and intervenes to stop or
prevent the trauma from happening. But I also think that, in sort of a healing mode, this idea of a
container that Irwin was talking about — you know, it has to be a really big container and it has to be a
witness that in the end just holds the desire for revenge and destruction and doesn’t go out and perpetrate
it. I think that’s one way to think about what happened, because it was such a reactive response. I just
want to also echo what Margaret says. It takes a really long time to process, individually or collectively,
trauma, and often generations.
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IRWIN KULA: I’m not a political scientist. We shouldn’t, though, make believe that there weren’t very
significant interests in not having certain accountability questions from a political perspective.
LISA CATALDO: Oh, absolutely.
IRWIN KULA: Those do damage because the witness that people need, the witness of accountability
that people need, they need it from the public culture. If no one from the CIA gets fired, no one from —
and again I’m not looking for the scapegoat, but I’m looking for the questions. We’re not capable of asking
any of those questions culturally for a lot of good reasons, because we would have found the unraveling
that I’m talking about of the social contract happened well before 9/11. And it’s not a cause/effect, but it’s
an accountability issue.
CELIA FISHER: Let me say that in the service of people being hungry, this is a great topic, I think, to
take up on our final panel when we’re all here and talking about perhaps getting more into politics, if that
is what people are interested in, in terms of responsibility. This was amazing. Thank you.
Just a few things. Lunch is outside. We were supposed to be back at 1:15. I’ll give you until 1:20, very
generous. If there aren’t enough tables, you can go downstairs. There’s a cafeteria that you can take your
food to. [Break: 12:33 p.m.]
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